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The purpose of this study was to assess the 
concurrent, predictive, and discriminant validity of the 
Teacher Ratings of Individual Student Skills and 
Achievement (TRISSA). The TRISSA was developed in three 
major phases. Phase I consisted of the generation of an 
item pool and review of these items by experts. Phase II 
involved teachers completing the original 100-item TRISSA 
and subjecting data to a factor analytic study. Based on 
the factor analysis of 1,049 cases, a revised TRISSA (i.e., 
TRISSA-36) was produced. The TRISSA-36 was administered to 
teachers as part of actual pupil appraisal evaluations in 
three parishes southeastern Louisiana. Using correlational 
and discriminant functional analyses, the data from the 
TRISSA-3 6 were compared to other commonly used 
psychoeducational assessment instruments, including the 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition 
(WISC-III), the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery- 
Revised (WJ-R), and grades. Although replication is 
necessary with greater numbers of subjects across Louisiana 
and in other states, the data suggest that the TRISSA-3 6 
may be an accurate predictor of children classified as 
exceptional or non-exceptional. Findings though not 
definitive were promising in terms of concurrent, 
predictive, and discriminant validity. Directions for 
future research are provided.
INTRODUCTION
For the greater part of this century, teacher 
perceptions of children's classroom behavior, academic and 
social, have been considered inaccurate and invalid 
relative to standardized intelligence and achievement 
tests. The negative attitudes toward teacher perceptions 
appear counterintuitive based on the extensive contact 
teachers have with individual children.
Recent school psychology literature has, however, 
suggested that teachers can provide accurate and valid 
information regarding student academic (e.g., Gresham, 
Reschly, & Carey, 1987; Jorgenson, Jorgenson, Gillis, & 
McCall, 1993) and social (e.g., DuPaul, Rapport, & 
Perriello, 1991) behavior. For example, Gresham et al. 
(1987), using a five-item teacher questionnaire, found that 
teachers' perceptions could discriminate between learning 
disabled and non-handicapped children as well as 
standardized, individually administered achievement tests. 
Although the study had some methodological limitations, the 
data suggest teachers can deliver reliable information.
The purpose of the present study was to develop a 
teacher perception-based rating scale of academic and 
social behavior. Methodological shortcomings of previous 
studies were addressed. The goal of the study was to 
produce a valid instrument to be used in screening for
1
psychoeducational evaluations and in the development and 
monitoring of academic and behavioral interventions.
In the sections which follow, the literature 
pertaining to teacher perceptions of students' academic and 
social behavior is reviewed. A rationale for the 
development of a teacher perception-based rating scale is 
presented second.
EVALUATION OF CHILDREN IN THE SCHOOLS 
Children are evaluated formally and informally 
throughout their school careers. Informal evaluation may 
consist of a teacher's "impressions" of a child's day-to- 
day performance in various academic and social areas.
Formal evaluations consist of standardized individually and 
group-administered tests, academic grades, parent- and 
teacher-completed behavior rating scales, and other 
standardized assessment instruments. This paper will focus 
on these formal measures. The following sections discuss 
the use of various formal assessment measures in the 
evaluation of children.
Formal Evaluation 
Children are formally evaluated in the school 
environment in many ways. First, teachers assess 
children's academic performance periodically with tests in 
areas such as spelling and math. Second, schools 
administer, to certain grades, various standardized group- 
administered achievement tests. Among the most popular of 
these tests are the California Achievement Test (CAT) and 
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 
1982). Finally, children under evaluation for academic 
and/or behavioral difficulties by a school system's pupil 
appraisal and special education staff may administer one or 
more of a wide range of psychoeducational assessment 
instruments. These measures may include individually
3
administered tests of intelligence and achievement, 
curriculum-based assessment (e.g., Deno, 1989), and 
standardized behavior rating scales to be completed by- 
significant adults in the child's life. It is the 
decisions made by the pupil appraisal and special education 
staff and the instruments they used in those decisions that 
are of primary interest here.
Traditional Assessment Practices and Decision Making
When one refers to "traditional" assessment practices, 
s/he speaks of psychoeducational evaluations involving the 
use of norm- and criterion-referenced tests, projective 
techniques, informal interviews, and standardized scales 
tapping global assessments of children's problem behaviors. 
A survey of school psychologists conducted by Reschly, 
Genshaft, and Bender (1987) discovered that the most 
frequently used assessment techniques in the practice and 
training of school psychologists were the Wechsler 
intelligence scales, unstructured interviews, the Bender 
Visual Motor Gestalt Test (Bender, 1938), the Draw-a-Person 
test (Urban, 1963), unstructured classroom observations, 
and the Wide Range Achievement Test-Revised (WRAT-R)
(Jastak & Wilkinson, 1984).
Galagan (1985) argued that the pervasive use of 
traditional intelligence, achievement, and projective tests 
in evaluation and placement decisions does not follow the 
intent of public law in education. The public law Galagan
referred to was Public Law 94-142, the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975. Public Law 94-142, 
legislation revising and expanding P.L. 94-142 (e.g., P.L. 
99-457 and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 
IDEA), and individual state regulations for implementing 
these public laws have mandated the multi-source, multi- 
setting, multi-individual basis for making diagnostic, 
classification, and placement decisions. Galagan argued 
that multiple sources of information are not typically used 
in psychoeducational evaluations. These alternative 
sources of information include teachers, the child's 
physical condition, social and cultural issues, and the 
child's adaptive behavior.
The intent of the previously cited laws is to provide 
for appropriate educational opportunities for all children 
regardless of handicapping condition. To comply with the 
laws' mandate that a child have a free and appropriate 
education, school systems attempt to use traditional 
assessment instruments. Several authors have concluded, 
however, that traditional assessment strategies have 
limited utility in the development and evaluation of 
interventions in school settings (e.g., Barnett & Macmann, 
1992; Reschly, 1988; Shapiro & Lentz, 1985; Ysseldyke & 
Algozzine, 1982).
A discussion of several issues surrounding the utility 
and validity of traditional assessment instruments may be
helpful. The three topics to be discussed are the 
assessment of performance versus skills, the usefulness of 
data obtained for intervention planning, and curriculum- 
test overlap.
Skills versus Performance
The distinction between performance and skills 
deficits has been advocated by researchers in the areas of 
social skills (e.g., Gresham, 1990; Kratochwill & French, 
1984) and academics (Shapiro & Lentz, 1985). Skills 
deficits are observed when an individual has not learned a 
particular skill, whereas a performance deficit is defined 
as a lack of performance of a previously learned behavior 
(Kratochwill & French, 1984). Shapiro and Lentz (1985) 
have proposed that "the distinction between performance and 
skill deficits is critical in choosing assessment 
strategies and programming interventions" (p. 95).
Unfortunately, traditional intelligence and 
achievement tests do not allow examination of this 
skills/performance distinction. Shapiro and Lentz (1985) 
noted that many school personnel may assume a child has a 
skills deficit simply on the basis of a low test score. 
Traditional intelligence and achievement tests do not 
assess the impact of environmental and motivational 
variables on student performance either in the classroom or 
in the testing room. The resulting data does not convey 
the relative contributions of skills and performance.
Intervention Planning 
The scores from individually administered achievement 
and intelligence tests are frequently used to screen, 
classify, place, and plan interventions for children 
(Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988). The supposed focus of 
educational law is to help children succeed in school. 
Traditional psychoeducational instruments have not been 
very successful in helping form effective remediation 
strategies. Hence, these instruments may fill the letter 
but not the intent of the law. Unfortunately, test scores 
and profile analyses have not proved to be a useful source 
of data for designing interventions (e.g., Reschly, 1988; 
Shapiro & Lentz, 1985; Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1982).
Curriculum-Test Overlap 
Curriculum-test overlap or curriculum bias can be 
defined as the content overlap of a test with the 
curriculum a student is taught (Good & Salvia, 1988). 
Several recent studies have addressed curriculum-test 
overlap in the school psychology literature (e.g., Bell, 
Lentz, & Graden, 1992; Good & Salvia, 1988; Shapiro & Derr,
1987). These studies have looked at the overlap between 
school curricula and achievement tests.
Achievement tests are frequently used to make 
decisions about children in schools (e.g., placement, 
diagnostics, instructional goals, evaluating student 
progress). Achievement tests may, however, be inadequate
for decision making (Bell et al., 1992). Shapiro and Derr 
(1987) suggested that scores on an achievement test may be 
heavily influenced by the type of test and the curricular 
materials taught. They argued that "students' scores may 
reflect the mismatch between what is being taught and what 
is tested, but may be misinterpreted as indicative of 
failure to acquire academic skills" (p. 64). Further, on 
the basis of an achievement test score, it may be difficult 
to assess whether: (a) the child has a learning problem or
the test failed to assess the skills the child has been 
taught, and (b) the curriculum taught is poor or the child 
has a learning problem (Bell et al., 1988). Curriculum 
bias has the potential of seriously hampering the 
interpretations of achievement test scores (Good & Salvia,
1988). Hence, diagnostic, eligibility, placement, and 
intervention decisions may not be valid.
Shriner and Salvia (1988) have observed that there has 
been a consistent finding in the literature examining both 
reading and math: curriculum-achievement test overlap is 
poor. Again, in agreement with other researchers, the 
authors suggest that the results of such tests should be 
interpreted with caution.
Summary
There is support in the literature for the contention 
that traditional assessment approaches fail to provide 
sufficiently valid information for making intervention,
9
classification, and placement decisions for children.
Hence, the goal of laws mandating the provision of free and 
appropriate education to all children may not be fulfilled 
by the use of traditional assessment instruments.
Fortunately, there is a reliable and valid source of 
information that until recently has been largely untapped 
in psychoeducational decision making: teachers. The next
section reviews literature supporting the viability of 
teacher input in student evaluation.
TEACHERS AND DECISION MAKING IN THE SCHOOLS
Gresham et al. (1987) pointed out that the criterion
measure for Binet's original intelligence scale was teacher 
judgments of the skills important for children to possess. 
Over time the intelligence test has become the benchmark 
for test validity. At the same time, teacher perceptions 
of children's academics have been largely ignored and 
questioned as to their veracity. Hoge and Coladarci (1989) 
noted that "there seems to be a widespread assumption, 
particularly among school psychologists, educational 
researchers, and other professionals, that teachers are 
generally poor judges of the attributes of their students-- 
that their perceptions are often subject to bias and error" 
(p. 299).
This apparently negative view of the accuracy and 
usefulness of teacher input in decision making has been 
changing. Citing Gerber and Semmel (1984), Gresham et al. 
(1987) noted a call for the return of teachers as valid 
assessors of student achievement. Teacher perceptions of 
student academic performance has been used with greater 
frequency in recent years (e.g., Bain, Holliman, &
McCallum, 1989; Baker, Mednick, & Hocevar, 1991; DuPaul et 
al. , 1991; Gresham et al., 1987; Hopkins, George, & 
Williams, 1985; Jorgenson et al., 1993; Jussim, 1989; 
Stinnett, Oehler-Stinnett, & Stout, 1991; Wilson, Schendel, 
& Ullman, 1992). Some reasons for this resurgence of
10
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interest in teacher perceptions have an empirical basis. A 
recent literature review by Hoge and Coladarci (1989) may 
help to clarify this renewed interest in teacher judgments.
Hoge and Coladarci reviewed the literature pertaining 
to teacher-based judgments of student academic performance. 
Three types of studies were excluded from their review:
(a) analog and simulation studies, (b) studies were 
teachers were asked to make predictions of future student 
performance, and (c) unpublished studies. They noted that 
"the 16 studies included in the review have a common focus: 
the relationship between teachers' judgments of their 
students' academic performance and the students' actual 
performance on an achievement criterion" (p. 299). Teacher 
ratings were the most popular form of teacher judgments 
(e.g., highest 10%, middle 40%, lowest 10%). The results 
of their analysis yielded a median correlation between 
teacher judgement and standardized achievement tests of 
.61. This was the lowest of the median correlations; 
however, the authors considered this value to represent a 
moderate to strong judgment/criterion relationship.
Overall, the analysis of the 16 studies produced 
correlations between judgment and criterion from .28 to .92 
(median = .66). The authors noted that .66 indicates a 
"moderate to strong correspondence between teacher 
judgments and student achievement" (p. 303). They argued 
that these results were consistent with data obtained by
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other researchers (i.e., Coladarci, 1986; Hoge & Butcher, 
1984; Leinhardt, 1983). Hence, teacher judgments may be 
more accurate than many psychologists, educators, and 
researchers had believed.
Hoge and Coladarci also examined the possible impact 
of moderator variables on the teacher judgment-outcome 
relationship. The moderators were: general teacher
differences, student gender, subject matter, and student 
ability. First, the authors concluded from a review of 
four studies considering differences among teachers in 
their student ratings that "not all teachers are equally 
adept at making [achievement level] judgments" (p. 307). 
Second, they found no significant effect for student 
gender. Third, regarding differing subject matter,
Hopkins, George, & Williams (1985) found significantly 
different correlations between teacher judgments and 
achievement test scores across subject area; science and 
social studies correlations were significantly lower than 
those for math, reading, and language arts. Finally, Hoge 
and Coladarci noted there is data to indicate that teachers 
may not be very accurate in judging the lowest achieving 
(Coladarci, 1986) and the highest IQ (Hoge & Butcher, 1984) 
students.
In summary, the Hoge and Coladarci review supports the 
accuracy of teacher judgments of student achievement.
There are, however, limitations of teachers' ability to
13
accurately predict achievement in specific subject areas 
and predict certain students' achievement. Perhaps these 
limits are more of a function of the measurement device 
than teacher limitations.
A study performed by Gresham and his colleagues using 
teacher judgments serves as an example of the potential 
usefulness of teacher input in the evaluation process. The 
Gresham et al. (1987) study used a sample of 100 children
labelled three years earlier as Learning Disabled and 100 
non-handicapped children matched on gender and age. The 
predictor variables used in the study were the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R) (Wechsler, 
1974), the Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT) (Dunn 
& Markwarkt, 1970), and the Teacher Rating of Academic 
Performance (TRAP) (Reschly, Gresham, & Graham-Clay, 1984; 
Reschly, Grimes, & Ross-Reynolds, 1981). The criterion 
variable was group membership (i.e., Learning Disabled or 
Nonhandicapped).
The TRAP consists of a five-item, teacher perception- 
based rating scale of an individual student's academic 
performance. The items cover the academic performance in 
the areas of: (a) overall academic performance, (b)
reading, (c) mathematics, (d) reading and mathematics 
performance "relative to grade-level expectations" (p.
545). The items covering (a) - (c) above ask the teacher
to compare the child's performance to his/her class as a
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whole. The five-point scale for the first three items has 
percentile anchors: lowest 10%, lower 3 0%,but not lowest
10%, middle 40%, upper 30%, but not highest 10%, and 
highest 10%. Questions four and five have a five-point 
scale spanning from "well below grade level" to "well 
above grade level." Internal consistency was reported as 
.83.
Using subscale scores from the WISC-R and PIAT as 
predictor variables and group membership as the criterion 
variable, two separate discriminant function analyses were 
performed'T Results indicated that teachers were accurate 
in predicting LD students 96% of the time versus 91% for a 
combination of the WISC-R and PIAT. The WISC-R and PIAT 
were, however, better predictors of NH students than the 
TRAP (88% versus 86%, respectively). Overall, teacher 
ratings as tapped by the TRAP were considered valid as 
classifications tools.
The authors noted three potential limitations of 
the study. First, they expected that the WISC-R and PIAT 
results would confirm the original classification decision; 
hence, the tests' high degree of discriminant validity was 
unremarkable. Second, it was acknowledged that the TRAP 
scores may merely have confirmed prior teacher appraisals 
of the students. The authors noted, however, that the TRAP 
data were consistent across different referring teachers 
and that large achievement differences between LD and NH
students were captured by the TRAP. Finally, and most 
importantly, the teachers already knew who was LD and NH 
before the study. In defense of the TRAP, the authors 
noted that the TRAP correlated .71 with the PIAT, a 
correlation commonly found between standardized achievement 
tests (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1981; Sattler, 1982; cited in 
Gresham et al., 1987). Further, they argued that this pre- 
evaluation bias can occur during any reevaluation because 
the teacher knows the existing label. Despite the 
limitations of the Gresham et al study, their results 
suggested that teachers can be reliable contributors to 
special education decision making.
A study examining the predictive accuracy of reading 
group placement using a modified version of the TRAP was 
conducted by Wilson et al: (1992). The TRAP-Revised (TRAP-
R) altered the original TRAP by deleting items assessing 
math and language and inserting items assessing reading 
only. The TRAP-R was compared to the Iowa Test of Basic 
Skills (ITBS) and curriculum-based (CBM) reading probes in 
the prediction of placement of children already receiving 
reading instruction. The three placements were regular 
reading instruction in the regular classroom, regular 
education with supplementary reading instruction in Chapter 
I, and special education resource. Their data indicated 
that the three measures were equally accurate in predicting 
reading instruction placement. Similar to the Gresham et
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al. (1987) study using the TRAP, the teachers completing
the TRAP-R were aware of the childrens' placement. Hence, 
the authors acknowledged that the TRAP-R results may have 
been biased based on this prior knowledge of placement.
Another study using teacher perceptions of academic 
behavior was one performed by DuPaul et al. (1991). These
researchers developed an instrument, the Academic 
Performance Rating Scale (APRS), specifically for use with 
students exhibiting "disruptive behaviors." The APRS uses 
teacher judgments of academic performance in an attempt to 
identify academic skill deficits in these students and to 
monitor intervention effectiveness. They cited three major 
advantages of teacher judgments in assessment and placement 
decisions: (a) teachers have access to a greater sample of
the childrens' behavior than can be captured on an 
achievement test, (b) teachers can provide "unique" data on 
the ability of a child to succeed in the present 
instructional setting, and (c) teacher input can socially 
validate labelling and intervention decisions. They 
observed that a major limitation of widely used teacher- 
completed behavior rating scales is that they have few 
items addressing academic performance.
The study's participants included 493 children (242 
girls and 251 boys) matched demographically to the public 
school population from which they were drawn. For the
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follow-up validity study, 50 children (28 boys and 22 
girls) were randomly drawn from the larger sample.
A teacher with the greatest amount of student contact 
completed the APRS, the Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD) Rating Scale (DuPaul, in press). Teachers 
in the validity study were administered the Abbreviated 
Conners Teacher Rating Scale (ACTRS) (Goyette, Conners, & 
Ulrich, 1978) . The ACTRS should not to be confused with 
the ADD-H Comprehensive Teacher Rating Scale (ACTeRs) 
(Ullman, Sleator, & Sprague, 1984). In the validity study, 
observations of the students' on-task behavior were taken. 
These observations were used as an indicator of academic 
engaged time. A weekly percentage of items on assignments 
completed correctly (AES) on a daily basis was also 
obtained. Scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills 
(CTBS) (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 1982) were gathered from the 
students' cumulative files. The CTBS scores could be up to 
a year old.
The 19-item APRS was developed using suggestions and 
feedback from teachers, school psychologists, and a child 
clinical psychologist. The APRS included items assessing 
"work performance," "academic success," "behavioral control 
in academic situations," and "attention to assignments" (p. 
287). Two items related to the effects of psychostimulant 
medication (i.e., staring and social withdrawal) were also 
included. Although the authors "expected that the derived
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factors would be highly correlated" (p. 289), a varimax 
(orthogonal) rotation was used. A rationale was not 
provided for this discrepancy.
From the factor analysis, three factors emerged: 
"Academic Success," "Impulse Control," and "Academic 
Productivity." Seven items loaded .50 or higher on 
Academic Success, three on Impulse Control, and 12 on 
Academic Productivity. Simple structure criteria 
(Thurstone, 1942) were violated for four of the items in 
Academic Success, one in Impulse Control, and five in 
Academic Productivity. Hence, the factor structure of the 
APRS is not very clean. Excluding items loading greater 
than .40 on more than two factors, the Academic Success 
factor is left with four items, Impulse Control two items, 
and Academic Productivity six items. The internal 
consistency (coefficient alpha) values of the APRS and its 
subscales (i.e., factors) were .95 (Total APRS), .94 
(Academic Success and Academic Productivity), and .72 
(Impulse Control). Only the internal consistency of 
Impulse Control was considered weak.
Based on the less-than-convincing factor structure 
interpretation of the APRS, the conclusions of the authors 
regarding the relationships between APRS and other outcome 
measures should be viewed with caution. The data indicated 
the strongest relationships between APRS and other measures 
were: (a) Academic Success and CTBS percentile rankings
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(median r = .56), (b) Academic Productivity and ACTRS/ADHD
Rating Scale (r = -.64/-.72), and (c) Academic Productivity 
and work completion accuracy (AES) (r = .37). On the basis 
of these data, the authors concluded that the "Academic 
Success subscale is most representative of the teacher's 
judgment of a student's global achievement status, whereas 
the Academic Productivity subscale has a greater 
relationship with factors associated the process of day-to- 
day academic performance" (p. 295).
In addition to aspects of the factor analysis, two 
methodological limitations of the study deserve mention.
The first deals with the use of archival achievement data 
(i.e., Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills). This CTBS data 
could have been up to a year old; hence, these data may not 
necessarily accurately reflect a child's current academic 
achievement. The second issue concerns the CTBS 
administration format. The CTBS is a group-administered 
achievement test whereas an individually administered 
achievement test is typically given to a child in 
evaluation. Hence, the relevance of the archival data to 
present achievement and the administration format 
potentially limit the validity and generalizability of the 
DuPaul et al. conclusions about the psychometric adequacy 
of the APRS.
In summary, the studies by Gresham and DuPaul and 
their colleagues give some evidence that teachers may be
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useful contributors to the psychoeducational evaluation of 
children. To provide a more comprehensive understanding of 
the empirical basis for the use of teacher perceptions, a 
recent review of teacher judgments of children's academic 
achievement will be discussed next.
RATIONALE
The next sections will provide a brief rationale for 
the development of a teacher perception-based scale of 
children's academic skills and achievement. Barnett and 
Macmann (1992) have cautioned that "relatively little 
knowledge may be gained through the analysis of individual 
scales and assessment techniques without placing them 
within a decision-making context and studying individual 
outcomes" (p. 447). Hence, the basic premise of this 
discussion is the need for an instrument that is 
psychometrically sound, capable of providing information 
useful in developing interventions, and valid for assisting 
in classification and placement decisions.
Empirical Literature
The literature previously cited has attested to both
the renewed interest in teacher judgments and their
validity. Walker, Steiber, and Eisert (1991) made the
following argument for teacher judgments and some of their
desirable characteristics:
as the research base and pool of knowledge regarding 
the accuracy, reliability, validity, social relevance, 
and cost effectiveness of teacher judgment of student 
behavior-performance continue to accumulate, it has 
become apparent that teachers are one of the best 
sources of information available regarding student 
performance in academic, social, and behavioral 
domains. (p. 302)
Hence, there is an increasing body of empirical literature




Public law supports the use of teacher input in 
decision making. Galagan (1985) stressed the importance of 
multiple sources of information (e.g., teacher judgments) 
in evaluation and placement decisions. He cited P.L. 94- 
142 in support of this; evaluation and placement decisions 
are to be based "upon information from a variety of 
sources, including aptitude and achievement tests, teacher 
recommendations, physical condition, social or cultural 
background, and adaptive behavior" (34 CFR Section 
300.533(a)(1)). Note that "teacher recommendations" are 
listed as a possible source of evaluation and placement 
data. Hence, the importance of teacher input is recognized 
by federal law. Whether teacher-based child data is 
accessed and/or used is another issue.
PHASE I: DEVELOPMENT OF INITIAL ITEM POOL 
Item Generation and Content Validation 
Content validity refers to a representative sampling 
of a particular domain. A test or measurement instrument 
can be judged to be content valid by "experts" in the area 
or content domain the instrument samples. Five separate 
steps were taken in the initial item generation phase to 
support its content validity.
Initial Item Generation 
Item generation for the TRISSA began with examination 
of the responses of teachers to a three-item questionnaire. 
The first two questions asked teachers to list the skills 
students would need to master in order to succeed in grade- 
level reading and math. The third question asked for the 
behaviors the teachers found unacceptable and which may 
result in referral of the child for special services. The 
three questions can be found in Appendix A.
Teacher responses were used to generate items in the 
following areas: (a) reading, writing, and language arts;
(b) math; (c) science; (d) social studies; (e) following 
directions; (f) homework, class preparation, and 
organization; (g) on-task and transitional behavior; (h) 
work completion and accuracy; (i) rules; (j) academically 
related behaviors; (k) social behavior; and (1) general 
issues. A listing of a teacher's exact or paraphrased
23
24
response to a question and the resulting TRISSA question 
appear in Appendix B.
Some of the items generated in the previous step were 
further divided into two categories: those asking teacher
perceptions of the child's skills, the other perceptions of 
the child's actual performance. As discussed earlier, a 
skills/performance distinction in the social skills and 
academic areas has been proposed by several authors (e.g., 
Bandura, 1977; Gresham, 1990; Kratochwill & French, 1984; 
Shapiro & Lentz, 19 85). TRISSA items were constructed with 
wording that requires the teacher to focus specifically on 
the child's skills for or performance of a particular 
behavior. Teachers are prompted to be aware of the 
skill/performance distinction in certain questions by 
including definitions of performance and skills on the 
cover sheet of the TRISSA form (see Appendix C).
The second major step in item generation was to review 
two recently developed scales to determine if any major 
academically or socially relevant behaviors were missing 
from the initial TRISSA item pool. The item content of the 
teacher report form of the Social Skills Rating System 
(Gresham & Elliott, 1990) and the Academic Performance 
Rating Scale (DuPaul et al., 1991) were reviewed. One item 
from the SSRS stimulated ideas for additional items: this
item asked about the child's ability to complete 
assignments on time. Four items on the initial TRISSA were
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developed to assess time-based assignments (see items 53-56 
in Appendix C).
Response Format 
A Likert-type response format was selected. Although 
there has been some debate in the social science literature 
over the appropriate type of response format (e.g., Bardo & 
Yeager, 1982a, 1982b; Bardo, Yeager, & Klingsporn, 1982; 
Ofir, Reddy, & Bechtel, 1987) and number of Likert response 
points (e.g., Bardo & Yeager, 1982a, 1982b; Bardo et al., 
1982; Flamer, 1983; McKelvie, 1978), a five-point Likert 
scale was adopted. A five-point Likert scale has been used 
in current teacher perception-based rating scales, such as 
the Teacher Rating of Academic Achievement Motivation 
(TRAAM) (Stinnett et al. , 1991) and the Teacher Rating of 
Academic Performance (TRAP) (Reschly et al., 1984). Hence, 
the TRISSA's use of a five-point scale has some empirical 
support as well as being consistent with current rating 
scales in the literature.
Response Anchors 
Another issue in response format is the labelling of 
the "anchor" points in a Likert scale. Three response 
format issues will be discussed briefly. First, each of 
the five points (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5) was labelled with 
frequency descriptor (e.g., almost never, seldom, 
sometimes, frequently, almost always). Labelling every 
point on a Likert scale has been suggested as preferable to
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labelling only endpoints (Dixon, Bobo, & Stevick, 1984); 
that is, as described above, you would use all five 
frequency descriptors instead of merely labelling the 
endpoints "almost never" and "almost always."
A second issue was the frequency labels used for the 
anchor points. The TRISSA uses the frequency labels of 
"Almost Never, Seldom, Sometimes, Frequently, and Almost 
Always" for the five anchor points. There is some 
empirical support for the use of certain verbal probability 
expressions as frequency anchors (Hamm, 1991). Based on 
Hamm's proposed scheme the probabilities of the five above 
anchors would be, respectively, .05, .15, .50, .80, and
.95. These estimates should be considered approximate as 
"seldom" (.15) was the only exact match with his proposed 
probability terms, and Hamm suggested that verbal 
probability terms have "breadth of meaning" (e.g., 
probability intervals).
The final response format topic was the labelling of a 
response scale when teachers are asked to rate a child 
against his/her classmates. These■items on the TRISSA will 
use a five-point scale with the anchors: Bottom 10%, Next
Lower 20%, Middle 40%, Next Higher 20%, and Highest 10%. 
This 10,20,40,20,10 breakdown has precedent in the school 
psychology and educational measurement literatures (e.g., 
Gresham et al., 1987; Gresham & Elliott, 1990; Hopkins et 
al., 1985).
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The original TRISSA item pool was constructed based 
upon: (a) responses of teachers to a questionnaire
addressing academics and behavior, (b) topics assessed in 
the SSRS (Gresham & Elliott, 1990), and (c) empirical 
evidence suggesting a distinction between skills and 
performance. The item generation process yielded 100 
items.
Content Validation by Expert Review
The third step in the content validation process 
involved review of the 100-item TRISSA (see Appendix C) by 
three graduate students in school psychology and one PhD 
school psychologist. All four reviewers have had courses 
and supervised practice in both teacher consultation and 
psychoeducational assessment. Overall, the reviewers 
considered the items to be content valid. Following the 
suggestion of one of the reviewers, the items were grouped 
by general topic area; these groupings included: (a)
reading, writing, and language arts; (b) math; (c) science; 
(d) social studies; (e) following directions; (f) homework, 
class preparation, and organization; (g) on-task and 
transitional behavior; (h) work completion and accuracy;
(i) rules; (j) academically related behaviors; (k) social 
behavior; and (1) general issues.
Evaluation of the TRISSA items by school psychologists 
in Louisiana was the fourth step. The 100-item TRISSA was 
mailed to every third name on a combined alphabetical list
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of the Louisiana members of the National Association of 
School Psychologists and the Louisiana School Psychological 
Association. A total of 71 were mailed. Thirteen of 71 
(18.3%) were returned.
The school psychologists were asked to rate each 
question as to its "applicability" and "importance." The 
definitions provided for applicability and importance as 
well as a sample of the response format can be found in 
Appendix D. Overall, the responses indicated that no item 
was considered totally irrelevant and unimportant. There 
were, however, several items where the respondents rated 
both their applicability and importance on the "Not 
Relevant/Important At All" end of the continuum; that is, 
their marks on the response line (see Appendix D) were at 
approximately midline or toward the Not Relevant/Important 
pole. A listing of these items with the number of
respondents rating the items as less applicable and
important to a psychoeducational evaluation appear in 
Appendix E. The criterion for questionable applicability 
and importance was five of 13 respondents (38.5%). The 
choice of five of 13 was based on an assumption that if 
greater than a third of the respondents found an item 
questionable and the factor analysis did not support the
inclusion of the item, then the item may be deleted from
later versions of the TRISSA.
Based on the responses of the 13 school psychologists 
no items were deleted. With one exception, none of the. 
respondents found any of the questions totally unacceptable 
or unimportant. Hence, the full 100-item TRISSA was used
in the next development phase.
The fifth and final content validation step was review
of the TRISSA by actual teachers. Three certified teachers
reviewed the scale. All three found the scale to assess 
behaviors relevant to a child's academic and social 
behavior in school.
PHASE II: FACTOR ANALYTIC STUDY 
Overview
A factor analysis of the 100-item TRISSA was the next 
major phase of scale development. A factor analysis can 
help identify one or more factors underlying the TRISSA's 
items. Crocker and Algina (1986) defined a factor as 
"unobservable or latent variable" (p. 288). A goal of 
factor analysis is to examine how various items "hold 
together" statistically; that is, factor analysis is an 
empirical method of analyzing whether certain items may be 
measuring the same construct.
In order for the inferences made about the resulting 
factors to be statistically more sound, ten times the 
number of variables or items is suggested (Crocker &
Algina, 1986). Hence, at least 1,000 replications of the 
100-item TRISSA were necessary. The following briefly 




The subjects were elementary school teachers grades in 
one through six. Teachers from both public and private 
schools participated. Other than grade, no restriction was 
placed upon the type of students instructed.
After appropriate human subjects approval was 
obtained, permission to conduct this study was granted by
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the school boards of three parishes in southeastern 
Louisiana. Individual teachers, grades one through six, 
were contacted in one of three ways. First, with principal 
approval, the investigator spoke to the faculties of 
several schools to recruit subjects. The second method was 
to approach the faculty as a whole; the principal solicited 
volunteers. The third strategy was to recruit 
undergraduates to find teachers; the students received 
extra credit for the number of TRISSA's completed by the 
teachers.
Materials
The teachers were provided a packet containing the 
forms necessary for participation. The packet consisted of 
a consent form (see Appendix F), an instruction sheet (see 
Appendix G), four TRISSA scales (i.e., one for each of four 
students), and four demographic forms (see Appendix H).
Procedure
The teachers completed the TRISSA and the accompanying 
demographic form on four children chosen randomly from 
their first hour class roster. Teachers were prompted to 
complete the TRISSA on every fifth child on the roster.
Results
A total of 1,049 replications were obtained. The 
factor analytic study of the TRISSA and demographic data 
were analyzed by a mainframe SPSS factor analysis program.
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Factor rotation using the varimax technique (Kaiser, 
1960) was used. Hair, Anderson, & Tatham (1987) recommend 
the varimax rotation, and it is the most common rotation 
procedure. The varimax rotation attempts to create simple 
factors by "maximizing the variance of the loadings across 
variables within the factors" (Hair et al., 1987). Hence, 
interpretation of factors is simplified (Stevens, 1986).
A scree test (Cattell, 1966) was examined to determine 
the number of reliable factors. The scree test is a two- 
dimensional plot of the Eigenvalues (i.e., squared 
canonical correlations) against their ordinal position from 
the analysis (e.g., first Eigenvalue, second Eigenvalue). 
Stevens (1986) recommends that the Eigenvalues 
(representing factors) retained should fall prior to a 
leveling of the slope of the plotted values. The scree 
test for the data set revealed a three-factor solution. 
Table 1 presents the final statistics for the factor 
analysis.
Table 2 displays the factor loadings on the three . 
factors. The factor analytic data (i.e., factor loadings) 
were examined in terms of the simple structure criteria 
proposed by Thurstone (1942). Simple structure criteria 
dictate that a given variable (e.g., item) should load as 
high as possible on a single factor while loading low on 
other factors. Although the cut off value for acceptable 
factor loading is subjective, a conservative loading
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acceptability criterion was selected. Comrey (1973, cited 
in Hair et al., 1987) suggests that factor loadings 
exceeding .71 (i.e., greater than 50% variance) are 
excellent and those exceeding .63 (40%) are very good. A 
cut-off criterion of .69 was selected based on examination 
of the factor loading matrix. Selecting a higher criterion 
(e.g., .71) would have eliminated six items. It was felt
that inclusion of these six items would be of interest to 
the present study. Twenty-four items met simple structure 
criteria on factor one, five on factor two, and nine on 
factor three. The 38 items can be found in Appendix I. 
Table 1
Final Statistics for Factor Analysis of TRISSA-100
Factor Eigenvalue




1 45 .41 45 .4 45 .4
2 9 .48 9.5 54.9
3 3 .24 3.2 58.1
The internal consistencies for the three factors were
.99, .94 , and .94. A second factor analysis was performed
using a random sample of one-half the items; the factor
structure of the full sample was replicated.
The content of the 3 8 items was examined. The factors 
were labelled based on general item content. The first
factor appeared to reflect core academic subject matter 
(e.g., reading, language). The second factor tended to 
reflect a student's "withitness"; that is, the items' 
content centered around a student's attention to task, 
preparation/organization, following directions, and work 
completion. Interactions with others appeared to describe 
the content of items loading highly on factor three. In 
an attempt to be parsimonious in the number of items 
composing the "working version" of the TRISSA to be used in 
Phase III of this study, the correlations between items was 
examined. The goal was to identify pairs of items that 
were highly correlated and, if their content was very 
similar, use only one of the items. If the highly 
correlated items reflected the previously discussed issue 
of a skills versus performance deficit distinction, each 
item was retained. Five pairs of items from the 36 meeting 
the simple structure criteria (see above) were similar in 
content and highly correlated. Items 26 and 27 [How often 
does this child accurately follow teacher directions (e.g., 
"Turn to page 15.") on the first or second prompt in small 
groups?/How often does this child accurately follow teacher 
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or 
second prompt in large groups?] were correlated .92. Items 
61, 62, and 92 (How often does this child follow recess 
rules?/How often does this child follow cafeteria 
rules?/This child displays appropriate recess behavior),
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Table 2
TRISSA-100 Item Factor Loadings for the Three-Factor 
Solution
TRISSA-100 Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
1 . 7989 .2883 .1030
2 . 8234 .2497 .0560
3 .5944 .2897 .0618
4 .2496 .0061 .0445
5 .8667 .2193 .1802
6 . 8846 .1852 . 1787
7 .9055 .1534 . 1362
8 . 8914 . 1772 .1394
9 . 8991 . 1774 . 1314
10 . 8991 .1570 . 1172
11 . 7207 .3048 .1604
12 .7154 .3057 .2076
13 . 7405 .2862 .1377
14 .7345 .3329 .1516
15 . 7932 .2365 . 1423
16 . 8185 .2348 .1727
17 . 8208 .2314 .1560
18 .8153 .2359 .1606
19 . 8296 .2234 . 1248
20 . 7904 .2605 . 1587
(table con'd)




























8239 .2718 . 1314
8498 .2398 .0832
3611 . 7133 .3705
3663 .7040 .4066
2871 . 6564 .2769
4592 . 6464 .3260
3296 . 6067 .4528
3436 .7035 .3283
3155 .6644 .3264












TRISSA-100 Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
43 .5693 .5793 .2995
44 .4471 .5968 .3679
45 .4538 .6538 .3905
46 .1328 .4453 .2074
47 .2065 .5746 .5026
48 .2336 .6115 .5747
49 . 3497 . 6477 .4986
50 .3290 .5886 .5379
51 .4364 .6910 .2995
52 .4568 . 6424 .3303
53 .4473 .6784 .2164
54 .5817 .4931 . 0447
55 .5541 .5056 .0414
56 .4733 . 6477 .2599
57 .6996 .4299 .2060
58 - .0077 . 0619 . 0616
59 .0911 .2173 .5356
60 .1998 .4404 .7136
61 .2020 .3853 .7239
62 .2141 .4173 . 7184
63 .2204 .2656 .2512
64 .2170 .2119 .2483
(table con'd)
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TRISSA-100 Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
65 .2155 .2189 .2425
66 .2268 .2688 .2697
67 .5168 . 1468 .0988
68 . 6221 .2155 .0961
69 .5360 .2579 .1873
70 - .2600 -.0600 -.1171
71 - .3860 -.0744 -.1750
72 .4829 .2132 .1119
73 .3717 .5214 .2396
74 .1521 .4174 . 6853
75 .0976 .0955 .7875
76 . 1002 . 1600 . 7131
77 . 0707 .1264 . 7771
78 . 0376 .1578 .4672
79 . 0830 .1332 .7348
80 . 1523 .2564 .8040
81 . 0930 .1594 .4166
82 .1066 .1322 .3622
83 .2041 .2556 .2262
84 .2549 .2636 .3368
85 .2146 .2181 .1183
86 .1011 . 1170 .1490
(table con'd)
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TRISSA-100 Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
87 . 1712 . 1541 .3637
88 . 1184 .1521 .4066
89 . 0701 .1502 .3023
90 . 1342 .0938 .6133
91 . 1802 .2644 .6201
92 . 1520 .2422 .6960
93 . 0283 .0850 .4108
94 . 1008 .2648 .4962
95 . 1615 .2845 . 6686
96 . 8690 .2542 .1715
97 .3456 - .3058 - .2389
98 .4711 .1836 .1866
99 .4212 .1691 . 1875
100 - .2528 -.2312 -.1194
were highly correlated (.92 for 61/62, .71 for 61/92, and
.68 for 62/92). Items 31, 35, and 37 [In general, how 
often is this child prepared for academic subjects (e.g., 
paper, pencil, notebook, text)?/This child takes 
appropriate homework materials home (e.g., assignment pad, 
textbooks, notebook, pencils)] were correlated .82. Item 
pairs 26/27, 61/62, 61/92, 62/92, and 31/35 had similar 
content and did not represent a skills versus performance
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distinction. Items 2 6 and 2 7 were condensed by omitting 
the reference to group context; hence, the item then read, 
"How often does this child accurately follow teacher
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or
second prompt?" Items 61, 62, and 92 were condensed to the
following form: "How often does this child follow rules
outside of the classroom (e.g., recess, cafeteria)?" Item 
31 was retained. The 31 remaining items and the three new 
"condensed" items comprised the initial 34-item working 
version of the TRISSA.
The 34-item TRISSA was subjected to expert review by a 
PhD in school psychology with extensive experience in 
psychoeducational assessment and psychometrics. Based on 
this review, two additional items were included: "What are
this child's spelling skills?" and "What is this child's 
spelling performance?" The 36-item TRISSA can be found in 
Appendix J. The reviewer also suggested changes in the 
wording of five items to possibly enhance the salience of 
the questions addressing a possible distinction between 
skills and performance deficits in academic areas. These 
changes are discussed below.
One change in item format was to remove redundant 
language from questions. For example, item 1 from the 
TRISSA-100 asked, "What is this child's math performance 
relative to the other children in the class?" Items 1, 2,
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5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 96 had the phrase, 
"relative to the other children in the class. For the 
TRISSA-36, these items (all retained) were grouped and 
prefaced by the phrase, "Relative to the other children in 
your class . . . "  (see Appendix J).
A consistent modification in item wording was made in 
items 2, 7, 8, 23, and 25 of the TRISSA-100. These items 
began with: "Where would you place this child's . . .
skills." In the TRISSA-36, these items took the form,
"What are this child's . . . skills?"
Two other general modifications were made. Items in 
the TRISSA-100 with the form: "The child has the skills to
. . ." (i.e., 11, 13, 18, 19, 21) were put into the form: 
"This child can . . . "  (e.g., see item 16 in Appendix J). 
The TRISSA-100 items 12, 14, 16, 17, and 20 were 
constructed as follows: "This child [answers (12, 14),
reads (16, 17), uses (20)] . . . "  and altered for the
TRISSA-36 as follows: "This child has the skills but will
not . . . "  (e.g., see item 23 in Appendix J). The latter 
modification was an attempt to increase the salience of an 
item's content as reflecting a skills or performance 
deficit. After incorporating these changes, the 36-item 
version of the TRISSA was used in the present study.
PHASE III: VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 
STUDIES OF REVISED INSTRUMENT 
Method 
Overview
The purpose of this phase was to assess the 
concurrent, predictive, and discriminant validity of the 
36-item TRISSA as well as examine the factor analytic 
structure and reliability of the TRISSA-36. The TRISSA-36 
was completed by teachers as part of actual pupil appraisal 
evaluations in three parishes in southeastern Louisiana.
The results of the TRISSA-36 were compared to common 
psychoeducational assessment instruments, including a 
standardized, individually administered intelligence test 
(i.e., WISC-III), an individually administered achievement 
test (i.e., W-JR). The accuracy in prediction of special 
education classification and specific labelling, such as 
"Learning Disabled," was assessed.
Sample
The sample included 146 teachers with children 
referred as qualifying for special education services by 
the multidisciplinary pupil appraisal teams in three 
southeastern Louisiana parishes (i.e., St. Tammany, 
Livingston, Jefferson). The teachers completed a TRISSA-36 
on children who were in process for initial evaluation by 
the parish pupil appraisal teams. Of the 146 children in 
the study, 36 were in St. Tammany Parish, 43 in Livingston
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Parish, and 67 in Jefferson Parish. Consent to evaluate 
was granted for 144 of the children. Complete evaluation 
data (i.e., psychoeducational test data, classification 
decisions) were obtained for 13 7 students. Table 3 
displays the demographic variables obtained for the 146 
evaluation children and the 136 comparison children.
The comparison children were chosen randomly from the 
class rosters. The comparison child was the next child 
(alphabetically) on the class roster (i.e., after the 
evaluated child) meeting all of the following criteria:
(a) The comparison child was the same sex as the child 
under evaluation; (b) The comparison child had been in the 
teacher's classroom at least nine weeks; (c) The comparison 
child was not under evaluation by the school system; (d)
The comparison child had not been referred at any time 
during the current school year to a teacher assistance team 
(TAT) or school building level committee (SBLC); and (e)
The comparison child did not receive any special services 
(e.g., resource, support). See Appendix K for the complete 
directions given the participating teachers.
There were 52 females (35.6%), 93 males (63.7%), and 
one child (0.7%) not identified by sex in the evaluation 
group. Fifty-one females (34.9%), 86 males (58.9%), and 9 
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Teachers were asked if the children had been retained. 
For the evaluation group, 75 (49.3%) had been retained at 
least once, 61 (41.8%) had never been retained, six 
teachers did not know if the child had been retained 
(4.1%), and seven did not respond to the question (4.8%).
Of the evaluation children who had been retained, 60 had 
been retained once, 14 two times, and one child had been 
retained on three occasions. In the comparison group, 14 
(9.6%) had been retained only once.
Materials
The following sections describe the outcomes measures 
used. The primary measures included the Teacher Ratings of 
Individual Students Skills and Achievement (TRISSA-36), the 
Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery-Revised (WJ-R), 
the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition 
(WISC-III), and teacher-assigned academic grades. With the 
exception of the TRISSA-36, the other outcome measures 
administered to a particular child were at the discretion 
of the multidisciplinary team. The data, however, were 
only considered appropriate for inclusion in the final 
analyses based on satisfying one of the following criteria: 
(a) The child was administered the WJ-R or (b) the WISC- 
III. For a more extensive discussion of these instruments, 
the reader is referred to Salvia and Ysseldyke (1988), 
Sattler (1992), and Witt, Elliott, Kramer, and Gresham 
(1994) .
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Teacher Ratings of Individual Students Skills and 
Achievement (TRISSA)
The revised form of the TRISSA (i.e., TRISSA-36) 
described in Phase II was completed by each teacher. 
Achievement Test
An individually administered achievement test is 
typically administered when initial psychoeducational 
evaluations are performed by school systems. Based on 
informal observations of pupil appraisal evaluations and 
discussion with pupil appraisal personnel in the three 
parishes used in this study, the Woodcock-Johnson 
Psychoeducational Battery-Revised is the achievement test 
of choice in these evaluations. Based on the data obtained 
in the present study, the WJ-R was the only individually 
administered achievement test used.
The Tests of Achievement from the Woodcock-Johnson 
Psychoeducational Battery-Revised (Woodcock & Johnson,
1990) is a well-standardized achievement battery. The 
Tests of Achievement are reported to have adequate 
reliability and validity (McGrew, Werder, & Woodcock,
1991), but due to its recent publication more research is 
needed to assess these claims for both the Tests of 
Achievement and the Tests of Cognitive Ability.
Intelligence Test
The most commonly used intelligence test in the three- 
parish region used in this study was the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children-Third Edition (WISC-III) 
(Wechsler, 1991b). The WISC-III is a norm-referenced test 
of general intellectual ability that compares children to 
same-aged peers. The total (i.e., Full Scale) and subscale 
(i.e., Verbal, Performance) scores have a mean of 100 and a 
standard deviation of 15. The WISC-III is considered to be 
psychometrically sound instrument (Sattler, 1992; Witt et 
al., 1988). Based on the data obtained, the WISC-III was 
the only intelligence test administered to this study's 
sample.
Grades
The teacher-assigned grades in all academic subjects 
were collected on both the evaluated and comparison 
children. The grades were those assigned most closely in 
time to the onset of the evaluation (i.e., most recent 
nine-week grades).
Procedure
After signing the written consent form, the 
participating teacher was asked to complete the TRISSA-36 
and a demographic form (see Appendix H) on two students in 
his/her classroom, the student under evaluation and a 
randomly selected student. After completing the TRISSA-3 6 
on the referred child, the teacher recorded the child's 
most recent grades on a protocol provided by the 
experimenter (see Appendix L).
Next, the teacher completed a demographic form and the 
TRISSA on the next child on his/her class roster (i.e., a 
randomly selected student). The next child on the class 
roster was part of a comparison group in the analysis of 
the outcome measures. This comparison child had to have 
met four inclusion criteria: (a) S/he was not presently
receiving any additional services (e.g., resource); (b)
S/he was not under special education evaluation by the 
school system; (c) S/he had not been referred to the school 
building level committee (SBLC) during the current school 
year; and (d) The child had been in the teacher's classroom 
for at least nine weeks. The teacher was to proceed down 
the class list until a child was identified who met the 
four criteria.
Achievement and Intelligence Tests Scores
With the cooperation of the pupil appraisal personnel, 
the scores from the WJ-R and WISC-III were collected. An 
experimenter-developed protocol (see Appendix M) was 
completed for each case.
Grades
The teachers provided the students' most recent grades 
in letter format. The traditional letter grades were 
converted to a four-point scale (A =4, B = 3 ,  C = 2 ,  D =
1, F = 0). Other types of marks were converted to number 
equivalents as follows: E (excellent) = 4, S 
(satisfactory) =2, P (pass) = 2, N (needs to improve) = 0,
and U (unsatisfactory) = 0. Table 4 represents the 
reported grades in major (elementary) academic subjects. 
Table 4
Teacher-Reported Grades for Most Recent Marking Period
Evaluation Comparison
Subject MFR Grade1 M MFR Grade M
Reading F 1.32 A 3.19
Spelling F 1. 72 A 3 .53
Mathematics F 1.67 A 3 .18
Language F 1.57 A 3.13
Science C 2.20 A 3 .10
Social Studies C 2.22 A 3.15
Music C 2 .54 C 2 . 75
Art C 2.50 C 2.75
1 MRF Grade = Most Frequently Reported Grade 
Classification Decisions
The primary and secondary classification decisions are 
the labels the child is given based on Louisiana statutes 
and regulations, that is, Bulletin 1508. For example, a 
child may be labelled with "Learning Disabilities," "Other 
Health Impairments," "Speech Impairments," or 
"Emotional/Behavioral Disorders." If a child qualifies,
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the student can receive a secondary classification. Hence, 
a child may have a primary classification of Learning 
Disabilities and a secondary classification as Speech 
Impairments. The possibility exists that the 
psychoeducational evaluation may yield no classification 
label; hence, for the purposes of this study, these 
children will be called: "No Exceptionality."
In Louisiana, the document that provides the special 
education classification labels (i.e., exceptionalities) 
and criteria is Bulletin 1508 (Louisiana State Department 
of Education, 1993) . For a listing of the exceptionalities 
refer to Appendix N. The multidisciplinary teams' 
classification decisions were obtained for 137 of the 144 
children for whom a TRISSA-36 was completed. Tables 5 and 
6 list the primary exceptionalities, the frequency of each 
exceptionality in this sample, and the percent of the total 
sample each exceptionality represents. Only those 
exceptionalities that appeared in the final team decisions 
are reflected in Tables 5 and 6. For the purposes of this 
project, "No Exceptionality" is considered to be a primary 




The following is a discussion of the variables 
included in the statistical analyses. There were 62 cases
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for which TRISSA-36, WJ-R, and WISC-III data were obtained; 
hence, an n = 62 was used as the criterion for inclusion of 
a predictor variable.
TRISSA-3 6
The factor scores corresponding to the four factors 
from the factor analysis were used in the analyses. 
Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducational Battery-Revised (WJ-R)
Based on the data obtained, the following subtests of 
the WJ-R were administered by pupil appraisal personnel in 
greater than 62 cases: Letter-Word Identification (n=l32),
Passage Comprehension (n=131), Calculation (n=131), Applied 
Problems (n=131), Dictation (n=llO), and Writing Samples 
(n=78). Only these subtests were included in the various 
analyses. The other subtests from the WJ-R were excluded 
due to incomplete data.
WISC-III
The Full Scale, Verbal, and Performance scores from 
the WISC-III were used in the various analyses.
A total of 62 Full Scale scores were obtained. Obviously, 
the Full Scale score is composed of the Verbal and 
Performance scores. Hence, multicollinearity is a major 
threat in those analyses using Full Scale, Verbal, and 
Performance scores concurrently.
Grades
The final source of predictor variables was the 
students' grades. Based on the data, the grades for music
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics of TRISSA-36 Factors by Primary 
Exceptionality
TRISSA-36
Exceptionality Factor n M Median sd■
No Exceptionality 26 (19.0% of total sample)
1 24 50.38 49 .50 20.36
2 24 19 .12 19 .50 3 . 65
3 25 13 . 04 15.00 2 .57
4 25 15.32 16.00 3.83
Total Score 24 131.03 120.00 33 .18
Learning Disabilities 60 (43.8% of total sample)
1 59 23 .14 19.00 11.13
2 59 20.24 20.00 5 .43
3 60 11.17 11.00 3.08
4 58 13 .91 15 . 00 3.88
Total Score 56 88.88 87.00 18.19
Mental Disabilities 11 (8.0% of total sample)
1 9 27.10 23.00 18.83
2 10 20.40 20.50 4.12
3 11 10.91 12 .00 2 .51
4 11 12 .46 14.00 4.55




Exceptionality Factor n M Median sd
Other Health Impairments1 10 (7.3% of total sample)
1 10 31.00 25.00 18.08
2 8 19 .25 18.50 4.46
3 10 8 .40 9.00 3 .60
4 10 14.20 15.00 3 . 05
Total Score 8 91.00 92 .50 19 .42
Emotional/
Behavioral Disorders 9 (6.6% of total sample)
1 9 38.78 30.00 21.02
2 8 17.75 18.50 3 . 84
3 9 8.78 9.00 2.95
4 9 11.22 14 . 00 5.58
Total Score 8 103.00 91.00 32 . 73
Gifted 8 (5.8% of total sample)
1 8 66.88 72 . 00 11.84
2 8 19 .25 20.00 3.88
3 8 13 .38 14.50 2 .45
4 8 16.25 16.00 3 .41
Total Score 155.50 164.50 23 .28
Speech Impairments 6 (4.1% of total sample)
1 5 25.67 29 .39 5.66




Exceptionality Factor n M Median sd
Speech Impairments 2 6 16.50 17.00 6.66
3 6 10 . 83 11.50 2 .71
4 6 15 .17 15.00 2.56
Total Score 5 91.68 86.00 13.01
Other Health Impairments2 6 (4.1% of total sample)
1 6 31.50 25.00 18.99
2 6 18.50 20.00 5.75
3 6 9.00 8.50 4 . 00
4 6 12 . 83 13 . 00 4.83
Total Score 6 93 .17 97.50 26.13
Hearing Impairments 1 (0.7% of total sample)
1 15.00
2 22.00
3 6 . 00
4 10.00
Total Score 1 65.00
2 Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder as diagnosed 
impairment
and art were excluded from the analyses; the grades 
for reading, spelling, math, language, science, and social 
studies were retained. It was observed that only in the 
latter six subject areas were grades consistently reported
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics across Demographic Variables.
Grades. WJ-R Subtests, and WISC-III Scales by Primary 
Exceptionality
Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Exceptionality
Parish






Age 24 8 . 75 8.5 1.73
Grade 25 3.08 3 .51
Subj ect
Reading 25 2.12 2 1.62
Spelling 24 2.67 3 1.40
Math 25 2.48 3 1.36
Language 25 2.28 3 1.51
Science 24 2.50 3 1.38
Social
Studies 24 2.58 3 1.61
Note. ADHD = Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder.
(table con'd)
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
No Exceptionality
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 26 104.08 100 17.37
PASS 26 105.08 102 .5 17.80
CALC 25 102 .36 103 15.73
APPX 24 109.04 111 15.63
DICT 13 88.65 87 7.36
WRTS 6 88.00 88.5 7.13
WISC-III
Full Scale 14 110.71 109 12 .34
Verbal 16 108.38 109 10.56
Performance 14 108.50 110 15 .40
Disabilities
Parish






Age 57 8.07 8.0 1.51
(table con'
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Learning Disabilities
Grade 60 1.92 1 1.29
Subj ect
Reading 56 .55 0 .91
Spelling 47 .98 0 1.33
Math 56 1.04 1 .99
Language 52 .93 1 .97
Science 53 2 . 09 2 .97
Social
Studies 48 1.85 2 .99
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 59 79 .42 78 10 .25
PASS 59 81.48 83 13 .13
CALC 59 86.03 85 13 .91
APPX 59 90.00 90 12.05
DICT 56 77.18 78 10.26
WRTS 37 72.97 73 14.26
WISC-III
Full Scale 24 81.00 82 .5 12.11
Verbal 25 85.28 89 12.55
Performance 23 81.17 81 14.11
(table con'
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Speech Impairments -
Parish






Age 6 9.00 9 1.67
Grade 6 2 .33 2 1.37
Subject
Reading 5 1.40 2 1.34
Spelling 4 2 .00 2.5 1.41
Math 4 1.50 1.5 1.29
Language 5 1.60 2 1.14
Science 5 1.00 1 1.00
Social
Studies 4 1.50 2 1.00
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 5 87.80 87 9 .78
PASS 5 86.60 87 5.60
CALC 6 87.17 87 10.38
APPX 6 94.50 95.5 9 . 77
(table con'd)
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Speech Impairments
WJ-R Subtests
DICT 5 84 .40 82 7.76
WRTS 5 84.80 79 14.94
WISC-III
Full Scale 2 90.00 90 21.21
Verbal 3 89.67 97 12.70
Performance 2 95.57 95 .5 24.75
apairments (ADHD)
Parish






Age 6 7.83 8 .75
Grade 6 1.83 2 .75
Subject
Reading 5 1.00 0 1.41
Spelling 5 1.20 0 1. 64
Math 5 1.60 2 1.14
(table con'
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Language 5 1.60 2 1.14
Science 4 2 .25 2 .50
Social
Studies 1 1.00 1
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 6 96.17 92.5 19.22
PASS 6 90.33 86 19.05
CALC 6 87.50 92 12 .10
APPX 6 103.17 98 16.83
DICT 6 88 .17 88 14.59
WRTS 2 71.00 71 12.73
WISC-III
Full Scale 2 102.50 102.5 23 .34
Verbal 2 106.50 106.5 13 .44
Performance 2 101.50 101.5 26 .16
Parish










Age 8 7.38 7.5 1.06
Grade 8 2 . 00 2 .93
Subject
Reading 8 3.50 4 . 76
Spelling 8 3 .50 4 . 76
Math 8 3 .50 4 .76
Language 8 3.62 4 .74
Science 8 3.75 4 .46
Social
Studies 8 3 . 75 4 .46
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 6 125 . 83 131.5 15.51
PASS 6 125 . 67 127 17.36
CALC 6 131.67 130 10 . 73





Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Gifted
WISC-III
Full Scale 8 132.00 133.5 10.80
Verbal 8 132.12 133.5 9.02
Performance 8 131.50 131.5 5.68
Emotional/Behavioral Disorders 
Parish






Age 9 9.33 9 1.32
Grade 9 3.56 3 1.42
Subj ect
Reading 8 2.00 2 1.31
Spelling 8 2.00 2 1.60
Math 8 2.12 2.5 1.46
Language 8 2.00 2.5 1.51
Science 8 2.00 2.5 1.51
Social
Studies 8 2.38 2.5 1.41
(table con'd)
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Emotional/Behavioral Disorders 
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 9 79 .00 79 11.60
PASS 9 85.89 80 16.53
CALC 9 78.89 77 15 .27
APPX 9 92.56 91 11.08
DICT 9 77.56 75 9.84
WRTS 9 71.33 73 17.16
WISC-III
Full Scale 1 133 133
Verbal 1 114 114
Performance 1 147 147
Disabilities (Mild)
Parish






Age 11 9.00 9 .5 1.63
Grade 8 2 .00 2 .93
(table con'
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Mental Disabilities (Mild) 
Subj ect
Reading 10 .90 .5 1.29
Spelling 10 1.40 1 1.35
Math 10 1.20 .5 1.62
Language 10 1.10 1 1.29
Science 9 1.44 2 1.33
Social
Studies 9 2 .22 2 1.30
JJ-R Subtests
LWI 11 67.64 70 5.63
PASS 10 66.10 67.5 10.14
CALC 10 60.10 63 .5 12 . 75
APPX 11 66.46 68 10.89
DICT 11 61.09 68 17.51
WRTS 9 62 .44 59 11.63
JISC-III
Full Scale 11 60.82 64 6.72
Verbal 11 62.64 59 7. 05
Performance 11 65.27 66 7.51
Hearing Impairments
Parish
St. Tammany 0 (00.0%)
(table con'd)
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Other Health Impairments (non-ADHD)
Parish






Age 10 7.70 7 .42
Grade 10 2.40 2 1.71
Subject
Reading 9 1.44 1 1.01
Spelling 7 1.57 1 1.51
Math 9 1.67 1 1.22
(table con'd)
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Exceptionality Variable n M Median sd
Other Health Impairments (non--ADHD)
Grade
Language 9 1.44 1 1.13
Science 9 1.89 2 1.17
Social
Studies 9 2 .11 2 1.17
WJ-R Subtests
LWI 9 91.22 87 12 .20
PASS 9 89.78 88 10.88
CALC 9 97.11 96 10 .99
APPX 9 95.11 94 10.37
DICT 9 87.00 88 8.02





for all grade categories (i.e • i A , B, C, D, F). In other
words, the typical grades reported in music and art were 
"E" (excellent), "P" (pass), "S" (satisfactory), "N" (needs 
to improve), "U" (unsatisfactory), or "F" (fail). As 
detailed previously, the assignment of number values to 
these grades was based on a best estimate. The difficulty
Table 7





Secondary Exceptionalities (n = 39)
Speech Impaired 34 25.6
Emotional/
Behavioral Disordered 2 1.5
Orthopedically Impaired 2 1.5
Learning Disabled 1 0.7
with this approach is that there may be considerable 
variability across teachers as to what an S or U means on a 
four-point scale; hence, the reliability of the estimates 
is assumed to be less than a straight conversion of typical 
A-F letter grades to a four-point scale.
Statistical Analyses
Overview
Several analyses were performed to assess the 
reliability and validity of the TRISSA-36. First, a factor 
analysis of the TRISSA-3 6 was performed to determine its 
factor structure and how this structure compared to that of 
the TRISSA-100. Second, reliability analyses were 
conducted on the scale items and factors. Third, a 
correlational analysis was used to assess the concurrent
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validity of the TRISSA-36. Fourth, discriminant function 
analyses were utilized to examine the predictive validity 
and classification accuracy of the TRISSA-36 relative to 
other measures.
Factor Analysis
A factor analysis was performed on the TRISSA-36 to 
determine if the factor structure of the TRISSA-100 was 
replicated. The TRISSA-36 was obtained on a total of 282 
subjects. Similar to the analyses of the TRISSA-100, a 
factor rotation using the varimax technique (Kaiser, 1960) 
was used. A scree test (Cattell, 1966) was examined to 
determine the number of reliable factors. The scree test 
for the data set revealed a four-factor solution. Table 8 
displays the factor loadings for the TRISSA-3 6 items on the 
four factors. Table 9 provides a listing of the final 
statistics for the factor analysis. A second factor 
analysis was performed using a random sample of one-half 
the items; the four-factor structure of the full sample was 
replicated.
The factor analytic data (i.e., factor loadings) were 
examined in terms of the simple structure criteria proposed 
by Thurstone (1942). Simple structure criteria dictate 
that a given variable (e.g., item) should load as high as 
possible on a single factor while loading low on other 
factors. A conservative loading criterion was selected. 
Comrey (1973, cited in Hair et al., 1987) suggested that
factor loadings exceeding .63 (i.e., greater than 40% 
variance) are very good and above .70 (49% variance) are 
excellent. With the exception of item 30 (i.e., How often 
does this child accurately follow teacher directions on the 
first or second prompt?), all items met or exceeded a 
factor loading of .63. Twenty-two items met this criterion 
on factor one, five on factor two, four on factor three, 
and four on factor four. Items 3, 4, 9, 10, 14, 15, 24,
30, and 31 loaded highly (greater than .48) on two factors. 
Hence, these items did not satisfy Thurstone's simple 
structure criteria.
The content of the TRISSA-36 items satisfying the 
simple structure criteria was examined. The factors were 
labelled based on general item content. Similar to the 
first factor from the TRISSA-100, the first factor in these 
analyses (items 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 16, 19, 22, 
27, 29, 36) appeared to reflect core academic subject 
matter ("Core Academic"), such as reading and spelling.
The second factor tended to reflect a student's "Language 
Performance." That is, the items (23, 25, 28, 32, 34) 
assess the child's language (e.g., reading vocabulary, 
written expression, verbal expression) performance by 
prompting the teacher with the following lead: "The child
has the skills but will not . . . "  Similar to the second 
factor from the factor analysis of the TRISSA-100, the 





















Item Factor Loadings for the Four-Factor Solution
Factor
1 2  3 4
9122 -.0443 .0766 .1164
8530 .0104 .1650 .0886
6876 -.0352 .0955 . 0474
6474 .0768 .1951 .0047
9379 - .0345 .0496 .0933
8978 .0268 . 1498 .0847
9298 -.0375 . 0501 .0881
9492 - . 0251 .0601 . 0876
6863 - . 0577 . 1389 . 0824
6696 . 0503 .1718 .0697
9001 - .0301 .0951 .0854
8493 - .0008 .1348 .0442
9014 .0152 .1526 .1066
7271 - .0108 .■1400 .0839
6997 . 0546 . 1889 . 0426
8753 - .0241 .1853 - .0435
0035 . 1234 .1575 .8061
1713 .0281 .2648 .7378







20 .0463 .1263 .0394 .8680
21 . 1085 . 0663 .2866 .7420
22 .8681 -.0356 .1851 .0792
23 - . 0 0 2 2 .7693 -.0314 .0723
24 . 6683 . 1065 .4856 . 0380
25 -.0168 . 8471 .0754 . 0353
26 . 1345 -.0104 . 7201 .3070
27 .8894 -.0225 .2060 .0562
28 - .0167 .7955 - .0382 .1057
29 .9200 -.1003 .1519 . 0874
30 . 6011 . 0717 .5970 . 0177
31 .5047 .1438 . 6344 .0438
32 -.0659 . 8070 . 0 1 0 0 . 0288
33 .2651 .0009 .7679 .3771
34 - .0440 .8506 . 0771 . 0720
35 . 1492 - .0202 .7855 .3592
36 . 8950 -.0759 .2225 .0616
"Withitness"; that is, the items' content centered around a
student's preparation for academic work, organization, and 
ability to following rules. "This child is kind to others" 
was originally on the third factor of the TRISSA-100 (i.e.,
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Table 9
Final Statistics for Factor Analysis of TRISSA-36
Factor Eigenvalue




1 19 .00 52.8 52.8
2 4.11 11.4 64 .2
3 2.92 8.1 72 .3
4 1.42 3.9 76.3
Interactions with Others) but loaded highly (.7201) on the 
third factor of the TRISSA-36 (Withitness). Interactions 
with others appeared to describe the content of items 
loading highly on factor four of the TRISSA-36; these same 
items loaded highly on a TRISSA-100 factor with the same 
content (i.e., factor three). Appendix 0 lists each 
TRISSA-36 item and on which factor the item loaded during 
the factor analysis of the TRISSA-100 and the TRISSA-36. 
Reliability Analysis
The reliability of the TRISSA-36 was also determined. 
Table 10 lists the Cronbach's alpha (internal consistency) 
for the complete scale and the four factors.
A conceptual division of the 3 6 items into two groups, 
an "academic" set of 29 items (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 , 7, 8 , 9, 
10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 27, 28, 
29, 31, 32, 34, 36), and the other, a "social/behavioral"
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Table 10








set of seven items, (17, 20, 21, 26, 30, 33, 35). The 
reliability of the academic grouping was .96. The 
reliability of the social/behavioral set was .87. 
Correlational Analysis
Concurrent validity evidence was provided by 
examination of a correlation matrix using grades and WJ-R, 
WISC-III, and TRISSA-3 6 factor scores. The four factor 
scores from the TRISSA-36, the predictor variables from the 
WJ-R (i.e., Letter-Word Identification (LWI), Passage 
Comprehension (PASS), Calculation (CALC), Applied Problems 
(APPX), Dictation (DICT), Writing Samples (WRTS)), the 
WISC-III (Full Scale (FS), Verbal (V), Performance(P)), and 
grades (reading (RDG), spelling (SPEL), math (MATH), 
language (LANG), science (SCI), and social studies (SOCS)) 
were used in the correlational analysis. Table 11 is a
summary of the correlations of the following variables:
(a) TRISSA-3 6 factor scores; (b) the WJ-R subtests 
described above; (c) the Full, Verbal, and Performance 
scales of the WISC-III; and (d) teacher-assigned grades. 
Bonferroni-type adjustment procedure was used to correct 
for family-wise Type I error rate for the resulting 190 
non-redundant correlations; this adjustment yielded an 
alpha of .0003.
There were significant correlations between the 
factors of the TRISSA-3 6 and the other outcome measures. 
Significant correlations were found between TRISSA-3 6 
factor one (Core Academic) and subtests of the WJ-R 
(excluding Writing Samples) ranging from .38 to .74 with 
median validity coefficient of .53. Significant 
correlations were found between the first factor and the 
WISC-III Full Scale (.74), Verbal (.69), and Performance 
(.70) scores. TRISSA-36 factor one (Core Academic) 
correlated significantly with grades, ranging from .57 to 
.84 with a median validity coefficient of .70. TRISSA-36 
factor three correlated significantly (.31) with Letter- 
Word Identification of the WJ-R. TRISSA-36 factor four 
(Interactions with Others) correlated significantly with 
the WJ-R subtests, Letter-Word Identification (.35) and 
Passage Comprehension (.31), and with teacher-assigned 
language grades (.33). Factor two (Language Performance) 
did not correlate significantly with any of the measures.
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Table 11
Correlation1 Matrix of TRISSA-362. WJ-R. WISC-III. and 
Grades
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  10 11 12
WJ-R
1. LWI — —* .___* _ _ *  _  _* _ _ * _ _ ★ _ _ * „  _ * _ _ * _ „ ★.86 .65 .67 .70 .58 .79 .81 .73 .62 .54 .46*
2. PASS Jr 4* 4> y* 4* 4r 4 4.67 .70 .65 .55 .75 .77 .72 .62 .58 .47*
3. CALC .80* .45*.49* .76* .79*.67* .39* .31 .24*
4. APPX .56 .32 .83 .85 .75 .45 .38 .53*
5. DICT .58* .59*.6 8* .54 .22 .32 .17
6 . WRTS .44 .50 .41 .02 .17 .03
WISC-III
7. FS .95* .96*.68* .65* .64*
>00 .87* .61*.58* .62*
9. P .63* .67*.58*
Grades




1 Pearson correlations displayed as absolute values
2 TRISSA-36 factor scores 
Note. p < .0001
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Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
WJ- R
1 . LWI .54* 4e <tr.41 .40 .70* .09 .31* .35*
2 . PASS .60* .39*.38* . 74* .09 .28 .31*
3 . CALC .41* .37*.36* .45* .02 .18 .23
4. APPX .49 .33*.36* .53* .09 .15 .19
5. DICT .23 .10 .08 .38* .29 .02 .06
6 . WRTS .06 .07 .02 . 17 .25 . 07 . 01
WISC-III
7. FS .69* .61*.55* .74* .20 .21 .26
8 . V .63* .60*.52* .69* .18 .21 .26
9 . P .6 8* _ — * _ *.56 .50 .70* .26 . 17 .21
Grades
1 0 . RDG .75 .56*.64* *. 84 . 04 .24 .29
1 1 . SPEL .77* .58 .60* .80* .15 .27 .28
1 2 . MATH .6 6* .56*. 65* .63* .07 .26 .18
Grades
13 . LANG .03 .10 .76* .10 .29 _ _ ★ .33
14. SCI .72* .57* .05 .28 .20
15 . SOCS .58* .03 .20 .20
(table con'd)
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Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
TRISSA-36 Factor Scores
16. CORE . 18 .30 .23
17. LPERF .09 .04
18. WITHIT .65*
19. INTER
Note. CORE=Core Academic; LPERF=Language Performance; 
WITHIT=Withitness; INTER=Interactions with Others
Examination of the correlations between TRISSA-3 6 
factor scores revealed two significant correlations.
Factor one (Core Academics) correlated significantly (.31) 
with factor three (Withitness). Factor three also 
correlated significantly (.65) with factor four 
(Interactions with others).
Discriminant Function Analyses
A discriminant function analysis (DFA) is a procedure 
that is used to predict a nominal criterion (e.g., group 
membership) given a set of predictor variables. DFA 
attempts to maximize the differences among groups by 
searching for an optimal combination the predictor 
variables (Hair et al., 1987).
When the goal of the analysis is to predict a 
dichotomous criterion, a two-group DFA is used. A
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multiple-group DFA is utilized for a criterion variable 
that has greater than two groups.
The predictive validity of the TRISSA-36 was assessed 
by performing discriminant function analyses. Determining 
the predictive accuracy of the TRISSA-3 6 was the goal of 
these analyses. Group membership (e.g., exceptional, non- 
exceptional) as the criterion variable. In addition to the 
TRISSA-36, the predictive accuracy of the WJ-R, WISC-III, 
and grades was examined.
In the present study, two-group discriminant function 
analyses were performed. Table 12 gives a summary of the 
predictor and criterion variables in the various 
discriminant function analyses and the tables containing 
the classification data.
As Tables 13 and 14 reveal, the percentage of grouped 
cases correctly classified dropped when grades were added 
to the TRISSA-36 factor scores. One would expect that the 
addition of a predictor would increase classification 
accuracy. A possible explanation for this counterintuitive 
finding is that the number of total cases in the 
discriminant function analyses differed by 48 cases. The 
discriminant function analysis (DFA) program excludes cases 
containing missing data. One could predict that with a 
more equivalent number of cases, the predictive accuracy of 
TRISSA-36 factor scores and grades would exceed that of the 
TRISSA-36 factor scores alone.
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Table 12
Summary of Predictor and Criterion Variables in 
Discriminant Function Analyses and Location of 
Classification Data













8 . TRISSA-36 factor
scores & WJ-R
subtests
9. TRISSA factor 
scores & WISC-III 
scale scores





































# Predictor(s) Criterion Data Table Location
11. TRISSA-36 factor 
scores, WJ-R 
Dictation subtest, 
and Math, Science, 





and Math, Science, 










Classification Results of TRISSA-36 Factor1 Scores for 






77.9% (n=109) 22.1% (n= 31) 
9.2% (n= 12) 90.8% (n=118)
1 TRISSA Factors: Core Academic, Language Performance,
Withitness, Interactions with Others
2 Children under evaluation by the multidisciplinary 
evaluation teams
3 Randomly selected children in the same classroom
Note. 84.1% of grouped cases correctly classified.
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Table 14
Classification Results of TRISSA-36 Factor Scores and





Evaluated 76.1% (n=8 6 ) 23.9% (n= 27)
Comparison 8.3% (n= 9) 91.7% (n=100)
Note. 83.8% of grouped cases correctly classified. 
Comparison of Predictors in the Classification of 
Exceptional versus Non-Exceptional Children
The results of the discriminant function analyses were 
examined to determine which predictors accounted for the 
greatest amount of variance in the classification of 
children as exceptional versus non-exceptional. Table 25 
lists the predictors which entered into the final 
discriminant function equation using TRISSA-36 factor 
scores, WJ-R subtests (e.g., Letter-Word Identification), 
WISC-III Full Scale, Verbal, and Performance scores, and 
teacher-assigned grades. The canonical correlation between 
the predictor variables and group membership (i.e., 
exceptional, non-exceptional) was .78 which accounted for 
61.2% of the variance [chi-square (4) = 16.09, p < .003].
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Table 15
Classification Results of TRISSA-36 Factor Scores for




NOX 41.7% (n=10) 58.3% (n=14)
Exceptional 7.5% (n= 8 ) 92.8% (n=99)
Note. 83.2% of grouped cases correctly classified. 20.3%
of variance accounted for by TRISSA-36 factor scores 
(lambda= .797) .
Table 16
Classification Results of Grades for Prediction of 




NOX 80.0% (n=28) 20.0% (n= 7)
Exceptional 16.7% (n= 6 ) 83.3% (n=30)
Note. 81.7% of grouped cases correctly classified. 41.3%
of variance accounted for by grades (lambda=.587).
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Table 17
Classification Results of the WISC-III1 for Prediction of 




NOX 21.4% (n= 3) 78.6% (n=ll)
Exceptional 12.8% (n= 6 ) 87.2% (n=41)
1 WISC-III Full Scale, Verbal, and Performance scores 
Note. 72.1% of grouped cases correctly classified. 20.6%
of variance accounted for by the WISC-III scores 
(lambda=.794).
Table 18
Classification Results of the WJ-R Subtests1 for Prediction 






16.7% (n= 1) 83.3% (n= 5)
1.4% (n= 1) 98.6% (n=71)
1 Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, 
Calculation, Applied Problems, Dictation, Writing Samples 
Note. 92.3% of grouped cases correctly classified. 11.9%
of variance accounted for by WJ-R (lambda=.880) .
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Table 19
Classification Results of the TRISSA-36 Factor Scores and





NOX 45.8% (n=ll) 54.2% (n=13)
Exceptional 10.5% (s=10) 89.5% (3=85)
1 Reading, Spelling, Math, Language, Science, Social 
Studies
Note. 80.7% of qrouned cases correctly classified, 




Classification Results of TRISSA-3 6 Factor Scores and WJ-R





NOX 40.0% (3 = 2) 60.0% (n= 3)
Exceptional 2.9% (3 = 2) 97.1% (s=6 6 )
Note. 93.15% of grouped cases correctly classified. 26.9%




Classification Results of TRISSA-36 Factor Scores and WISC-





NOX 62.5% (n=10) 37.5% (n= 6 )
Exceptional 17.0% (n= 8 ) 83.0% (n=39)
1 WISC-III Full Scale, Verbal, and Performance scores 
Note. 77.8% of grouped cases correctly classified. 30.5% 
of variance accounted for by TRISSA-36 factor scores and 
WISC-III scores (lambda=.695).
Of the individual predictors (i.e., TRISSA-3 6 factor 
scores, WJ-R subtests, WISC-III Full Scale, Verbal, and 
Performance scores, and teacher-assigned grades), science 
grades accounted for the greatest amount of variance 
(61.2%). The standardized canonical discriminant function 
coefficients in Table 25 can be directly compared to assess 
the predictive efficiency of the variables they represent; 
the coefficients "indicate the relative importance of each 
of the [variables] in construction of the discriminant 
function" (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974, p. 169). The 
social studies grade had the highest standardized canonical 
discriminant function coefficient (1 .6 6 ).
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Tests of Significance of Group Differences
Analysis of variance procedures (ANOVA) were used to 
test for the significance of group differences using 
TRISSA-36 factor scores and top four predictors of group 
(i.e., exceptional versus non-exceptional) membership 
listed in Table 25 (i.e., social studies, WJ-R Dictation 
subtest, math, science). These analyses were performed to 
examine if exceptional and non-exceptional children 
differed significantly on the TRISSA-36 factor scores and 
the four top predictors. The results of these analyses are 
listed in Table 26.
Table 22
Classification Results of the TRISSA-36 Factor Scores. WJ-R 
Subtests1. WISC-III2. and Grades3 for Prediction of 




NOX 18.2% (n= 2) 81.8% (n= 9)
Exceptional 4.2% (n= 3) 95.8% (n=6 8 )
1 Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, 
Calculation, Applied Problems, Dictation, Writing Samples
2 WISC-III Full Scale, Verbal, and Performance scores
3 Reading, Spelling, Math, Language, Science, Social 
Studies
Note. 85.4% of grouped cases correctly classified. 61.2% 
of variance accounted for by the predictors (lambda=.388).
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The data show that exceptional children score 
significantly different than non-exceptional children on 
TRISSA factor one (Core Academic). Children with Learning 
disabilities have significantly different factor one scores 
than children with other exceptionalities (e.g., Speech 
Impairments, Other Health Impairments). A specific 
comparison of two exceptionalities found that children with 
Learning disabilities score significantly lower on factor 
one than children with Emotional/Behavioral Disorders. 
Sensitivity and Specificity
Two major indices of the utility of an instrument used 
for prediction of group membership are sensitivity and 
Table 2 3
Classification Results of the TRISSA-36 Factor Scores. WJ-R 
Dictation Subtest, and Grades1 for Prediction of Children 





NOX 72.7% (n= 8 ) 27.3% (n= 3)
Learning
Disabilities 6.4% (n= 3) 93.6% (n=44)
1 Math, Science, Social Studies
Note. 89.7% of grouped cases correctly classified. 43.8%
of variance accounted for by the predictors (lambda=.562).
specificity. The sensitivity of an instrument is the 
degree to which it can accurately predict members of a 
target group. For example, a test would have a high level 
of sensitivity if it could accurately detect those 
individuals with a genetic defect who actually have that 
defect. Specificity is the degree to which an instrument 
can successfully predict non-members of a target group.
For example, an instrument would have high specificity if 
it were able to successfully identify as not having 
influenza those individuals who do not have the disease. 
Table 24
Classification Results of the TRISSA-36 Factor Scores. WJ-R    . —  ■■    ---------------Dictation Subtest, and Grades for Prediction of Children 










Disabilities 94.5% (n=52) 5.3% (n= 3)
Emotional/
Behavioral Disorders 55.6% (n= 5) 44.4% (n= 4)
1 Math, Science, Social Studies
Note. 87.5% of grouped cases correctly classified. 39.3% 
of variance accounted for by the predictors (lambda=.607).
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Table 25
Ranking of Predictors1 in the Classification as Exceptional 
versus Non-exceptional
Wilks' Percent of Variance 
Predictor Rank Lambda Accounted For SCDFC2
1 . Social Studies 
grade .517 48 .3 1 . 6 6
2 . Dictation subtest 
of WJ-R .620 38 . 0 1.19
3 . Math grade .434 56.6 -0.96
4. Science grade .388 61.2 -0.63
1 Predictors entering the discriminant function equation 
using TRISSA-36 factor scores, WJ-R subtests, WISC-III 
scores, and grades
2 Standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients
The sensitivity and specificity of the TRISSA-36 and 
the other predictor variables were analyzed. The ability 
of the TRISSA-36 to accurately predict group membership was 
the major goal of the discriminant function analyses. in
order of degree of sensitivity for the prediction of
exceptional children, the predictor groups were as follows: 
WJ-R subtests (98.6%), TRISSA-36 factor scores (92.8%), 
WISC-III Full Scale score (87.2%), and grades (83.3%). The
specificity rankings were: grades (80.0%), TRISSA-36
factor scores (41.7%), WISC-III Full Scale score (21.4%), 
and WJ-R subtests (16.7%). The combination of TRISSA-36 
factor scores and grades achieved a sensitivity of 89.5%
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Table 2 6

































Dictation3 (1, 109) 9 .44*
7. Learning
Disabilities
versus TRISSA-36 FI 
Other 
Exceptionalities
(1 , 106) 18.01****
(table con'd)
1 TRISSA-36 factor one (Core Academic)
2 TRISSA-36 factor three (Withitness)
3 Dictation subtest of WJ-R
jl, 4*4* ib4fijpE < .005; e  < -001; p < .0005; e  < -0001
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and a specificity of 45.8%. The TRISSA-36 factor scores 
and WISC-III scales together increased specificity over 
their individual specificities to 62.5% but lowered the 
sensitivity to 83.0%. A discriminant function using 
TRISSA-36 factor scores, WJ-R subtests, WISC-III Full 
Scale, and grades yielded a sensitivity of 95.8% and a 
specificity of 18.2%.
Discussion 
Review of Mai or Findings 
Content Validation
The content validity of the TRISSA was supported by 
two methods: (a) Initial item generation utilized teacher­
generated skills needed by elementary students in reading, 
math, and behavioral domains; and (b) Item content was 
reviewed by practicing school psychologists (i.e., expert 
review). Evidence supported the content validity of the 
TRISSA-100 and TRISSA-36.
Factor Analysis
Factor analytic studies were performed to assess 
latent variables underlying the items. A factor analysis 
of 1,049 replications of the original scale, the TRISSA- 
100, resulted in three reliable factors identified as Core 
Academics, Withitness, and Interactions with Others.
Factor analysis of a random sample of one-half the items 
reproduced the factor structure. A 36 item scale, TRISSA- 
36, was the result of the factor analysis and further 
expert review.
Following item refinement and reduction procedures, 
the TRISSA-36 was completed on 146 children, and the data 
were factor analyzed to determine if the original factor 
structure could be replicated. Instead of three, four 
factors resulted. Three of the factors (Core Academic, 
Withitness, Interaction with Others) did, however, retain
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the majority of the original items. In addition, these 
three factors retained their relative ordinal positions in 
the amount of variance explained; that is, Core Academic 
placed highest (52.8%), Withitness third (8.1%), and 
Interactions with Others fourth (3.9%).
A new factor, termed Language Performance, accounting 
for the second highest amount of variance (11.4%) also 
emerged. The items meeting simple structure criteria for 
factor two included items 23, 25, 28, 32, and 34. The five 
items had originally loaded on the first TRISSA-100 factor, 
Core Academics. All of them began with the phrase, "The 
child has the skills but will not . . ." in an attempt 
prompt the teacher to assess whether the child has the 
skills for a task but will not perform. It is possible the 
alteration in wording created five new items.
The data showing grades did significantly correlate 
with TRISSA-36 items on factor one (Core Academic) but did 
not correlate significantly with items loading on the 
factors related to Withitness and Interactions with Others 
may suggest that factor one and grades may be measuring 
similar constructs. One would expect items relating to 
academic subjects to correlate with grades.
The TRISSA-36 first factor, Core Academics, also 
correlated highly and significantly with subtests of the 
WJ-R and the WISC-III. These data may also suggest that
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the TRISSA-36 factor one and these standardized tests are 
measuring similar constructs.
Reliability Analysis
The internal consistency of the TRISSA-3 6 was found to 
be very high (.97). The internal consistencies of the 
individual factors were also high: factor one (.98),
factor 2 (.8 8 ), factor 3 (.84), factor 4 (.82). Hence, 
based on the data obtained, the TRISSA-36 and its factors 
are relatively reliable. Elliott, Busse, and Gresham 
(1993) reported that internal consistencies for a scale 
greater than .90 are excellent and reliabilities between 
.80 and .90 are satisfactory. Salvia and Ysseldyke (1988) 
recommend that screening devices have a minimum reliability 
(i.e., internal consistency) of .80; reliabilities 
exceeding .90 are recommended for individual decision 
making. Given the TRISSA is designed as a screening 
device, reliability appears adequate.
Concurrent Validity
The concurrent validity of the TRISSA-36 was assessed 
through the construction of a correlation matrix of TRISSA- 
36 factor scores, WJ-R subtest scores, WISC-III Full Scale, 
Verbal, and Performance scores, and teacher-assigned 
grades.
The TRISSA-36 factor one (Core Academic) was found to 
correlate significantly with teacher-assigned grades. This 
finding is supportive of the concurrent validity of the
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TRISSA-36. Grades are typically the most visible of 
evaluation procedures to which children are subjected and, 
hence, are ecologically valid. The data indicating the 
TRISSA-36 correlates significantly with grades enhances the 
ecological validity of the scale.
The TRISSA-3 6 factor one (Core Academic) correlated 
significantly with the achievement (WJ-R) and intelligence 
(WISC-III) tests used in the present study. The Core 
Academic factor correlated more highly (.74) with the WISC- 
III Full Scale score than several tests reported in the 
WISC-III manual (Wechsler, 1991a), ranging from the 
Spelling subtest of the WRAT-R (.28) to the Otis-Lennon 
School Ability Test's Total Index (.73). These data are 
further support for the concurrent validity of the TRISSA- 
36. The Gresham et al. (1987) study also examined a
teacher perception-based rating scale (i.e., TRAP). Their 
data revealed significant correlations between the TRAP and 
both a standardized individually administered achievement 
(PIAT) and intelligence scale (WISC-R). Hence, teacher 
perception-based rating scales can correlate significantly 
with standardized individual achievement and intelligence 
tests commonly used in psychoeducational evaluations. 
Predictive Validity
The predictive validity of the TRISSA-36 was assessed 
by comparing the predictive accuracy of the instrument 
against WJ-R subtests, WISC-III Full Scale scores, and
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grades. Discriminant function analyses revealed that 
although the TRISSA-36 factor one (Core Academic) was a 
more accurate predictor (according to Louisiana statutes) 
of children labelled as exceptional than both the WISC-III 
and grades, the WJ-R was the best predictor.
Conclusions
These data, while requiring replication, suggest the 
TRISSA-36 shows promise as a reliable, valid instrument 
which, after additional study, might be useful as a 
screening tool for the prediction of children labelled as 
exceptional by school systems. Because it appears to 
correlate highly with the WJ-R and WISC-III, yet is more 
time efficient and easy to use, the TRISSA could be a 
useful screening instrument.
Limitations of the Present Study 
Factor Structure
There are some possible explanations for the 
differences in the factor structures and item loadings from 
the TRISSA-100 to the TRISSA-36. First, unlike the 
children on whom the TRISSA-3 6 was completed, the TRISSA- 
1 0 0 was completed on children who did not meet any 
specified criteria for inclusion; hence, it could be 
assumed that the vast majority of the 1,049 children were 
non-exceptional or "average." Of the 282 TRISSA-36 scales 
completed, 136 of the children were under evaluation by 
pupil appraisal for suspicion of being exceptional. Hence,
the composition of the samples is not entirely the same. 
Second, the factor analysis of the TRISSA-100 had 10.49 
subjects per predictor (i.e., item), whereas the TRISSA-36 
factor analysis had 7.83 subjects per item. Although very 
similar, it is possible that due to fewer subjects per 
item, the factor structure and item loadings of the TRISSA- 
36 are not as stable as that of the TRISSA-100. Third, as 
discussed earlier, the loading of some items for which the 
content had been altered (i.e., 23, 25, 28, 32, 34) on a 
separate factor (i.e., factor two, Language Performance) 
may be an indication that they should be considered to be 
new and distinctly different items. Data to support this 
claim was found in examination of the TRISSA-36 factor 
loadings for these five items. Specifically, the factor on 
which the original items had loaded during the TRISSA-100 
factor analysis were examined. The loadings of these five 
items on TRISSA-36 factor one ranged from .0022 to .0659. 
Hence, the five may be truly different items. This latter 
evidence points to the possibility that alteration of item 
wording may create a new item which differs empirically 
whereas surface examination (e.g., face validity) may not 
lead one to believe the item has changed in any significant 
manner.
Factor Loading Cut-Off Criteria
The cut-off criteria for the TRISSA-100 and TRISSA-36 
factor analyses were .69 and .63, respectively. Although
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loadings above .63 are considered very good, the choice of 
cut-off criteria was perhaps overly conservative. The 
inclusion of items loading between .63 and .69 from the 
TRISSA-100 factor analysis could have been included in the 
revised TRISSA but were not.
Subject Sampling
The data were collected in three parishes in 
southeastern Louisiana. The generalizability of these data 
to other parishes and to other states is obviously unknown. 
In contrast to the intelligence/achievement discrepancy 
formula used in most states, the eligibility criteria for 
learning disabilities in Louisiana is based on 
strength/weakness criteria. The strengths and weaknesses 
are based wholly on the achievement test (e.g., WJ-R) data; 
intelligence tests are typically used to rule out a mental 
disability in learning disabilities determination. Hence, 
the comparability of the predictive accuracy of the TRISSA- 
36 in Louisiana to other settings (i.e., states) is an 
empirical question.
Sample Sizes Across Exceptionalities
The number of subjects in each exceptionality varied 
widely from zero to 60. A more robust sample would have 
aided in the comparison of the predictive accuracy of the 
TRISSA-36 and other instruments. Another limiting factor 
was the vast discrepancy between the number of children 
administered the WJ-R and the WISC-III. The strength of
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the results of the discriminant function analyses could be 
enhanced if all the children had been administered both 
tests; instead, the SPSS program withdraws cases for which 
there are missing values. Large scale substitution of 
missing cases with mean values could diminish the 
variability of the predictor (e.g., WISC-III) with the 
lower number of cases.
Future Directions 
Study on National Scale
There is an obvious need for replication of these 
findings within Louisiana. Beyond this, the 
generalizability of the present data could be enhanced 
through replication of this study on a national scale. The 
robustness of the concurrent and predictive validity of the 
TRISSA-36 could be tested in several states, each with 
varying eligibility criteria for special education 
classification.
Increase Sample Sizes Across Exceptionalities
Obtaining data on subjects classified with many 
different exceptionalities in larger numbers than the 
present study would be a necessary prerequisite for 
adequate power in multivariate and multiple discriminant 
function analyses. The predictive accuracy of the TRISSA- 
36 could be examined with this larger dataset.
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Revision of TRISSA-3 6
The data have suggested the first factor (i.e., Core 
Academic) was a reliable, valid, and accurate predictor of 
special education classification. Further study of the 
first factor as an independent test could potentially lead 
toward a brief, psychometrically sound screening instrument 
with applications beyond research. Exploration of the 
other factors, especially factor three (Withitness), would 
examine their validity and utility as, perhaps, separate 
scales.
Examination of TRISSA-100 items with factor loadings 
in acceptable ranges (e.g., above .63) and meeting simple 
structure criteria could be useful. Identification of 
additional items which increase the concurrent and 
predictive validity of the TRISSA-36 would be desirable. 
Alternatively, future study may suggest a shorter version 
of the scale (e.g., using only factor one) may have similar 
validity coefficients.
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APPENDIX A
QUESTIONS ASKED OF TEACHERS IN RECIPROCITY STUDY
MATH For your grade level, what are the most important 
math skills a child must learn this year in your class?
That is, if a child is not learning these critical skills, 
then you might consider contacting the parents, retaining 
the child in the same grade, or referred to Special 
Education. This could take the form of an actual Math 
Skill (i.e., adding two digit numbers together or learning 
math facts to 10) or it could be a related behavior (such 
as completes Math homework regularly).
READING For your grade level, what are the most important 
reading skills a child must learn this year in your class? 
That is, if a child is not learning these critical skills, 
then you might consider contacting the parents, retaining 
the child in the same grade, or referred to special 
education. This could take the form of an actual reading 
skill (e.g., mastering the Dolch Basic Word List) or a 
related behavior (e.g., the completion of book reports).
BEHAVIOR Here we would like you to list behaviors that are 
unacceptable to you. These should be the ones which are 
severe enough or frequent enough that, if you see them, 
then you would consider contacting the child's parents or a 
referral to Special Education.
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APPENDIX B
TEACHER RESPONSES AND RESULTING TRISSA ITEMS
READING
R: word accuracy 70% (in isolation); 90 % (in
context)
I: The child can read isolated words aloud with at
least 70% accuracy.
I: The child can read words in context aloud with at
least 70% accuracy.
I : The child can read isolated words aloud with at
least 70% accuracy.
I : The child can read words in context aloud with at
least 70% accuracy.
I: The child can comprehend material read with at
least 70% accuracy.
R: comprehension 70%
I : The child can comprehend material read with at
least 70% accuracy.
R: progressing through the curriculum
I: Relative to his/her classmates, what is the
child's progress through the grade-level curriculum.
R: can use context clues
I: The child can use context clues to identify words.
R: mastery of basal vocabulary
I: Relative to his/her classmates, what is the
child's relative mastery of the basal vocabulary?
R: sightword vocabulary
I: Compared to his/her classmates, what is the
child's sightword vocabulary?
R: keep up with one long-range assignment at a time
Note. R = quoted or summary statement of teachers'
responses; I = resulting TRISSA item.
Ill
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I: The child can keep up with one long-range
assignment at a time.
R: can copy homework assignment from board
I: The child can accurately copy homework assignments
from the board.
R: answer questions in complete sentences (writing)
I: The child can answer questions in complete
sentences in writing.
R: can answer questions verbally and in written form
I: The child can answer questions in both verbal and
written form.
R: basic word list (Dolch or Harris-Jacobson)
I: The child has mastery of a basic word list.
MATH
R: use of manipulatives to answer questions
I: The child can use manipulatives to answer math
problems.
BEHAVIORS
R: keeping to one's own personal space
I: The child has difficulty keeping to one's own
"personal space."
R: "put downs" (verbal and non-verbal)
I: The child will "put down" (verbally and/or non­
verbally) other children.
R: be kind to others
I: The child is kind to others.
R: hitting self or others (aggression)
I: The child is aggressive (e.g., hits, kicks) toward
self or others.
R: disrespect for adults ("talking back", ignoring)
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I: The child exhibits disrespect for adults (e.g.,
talking back, ignoring direct address).
R: "interferes" with the learning of others
I: The child "interferes" with the learning of
others.
R: appropriate anger control
I : The child displays appropriate anger control.
R: age-appropriate on-task ability
I: The child demonstrates age-appropriate on-task
ability.
R: take/bring materials home/back to school
I: The child (actually takes/is able to take) the
appropriate homework materials home (e.g., 
textbooks, notebooks, pencils).
I: The child (actually brings/is able to bring) the
appropriate materials back to school (e.g., homework 
assignment(s), textbooks, notebooks).
R: "depression/loneliness"
I: The child appears to be lonely and isolated.
I: The child appears to be happy.
I: The child interacts with other children.
I: The child is teary or easily saddened.
I: The child is easily frustrated by academic work.
I: The child is easily frustrated in peer
interactions.
R: stealing
I: The child steals from peers.
I: The child steals from adults.
R: cursing
I: The child uses inappropriate language (e.g.,
cursing).
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throwing food/jumping on cafeteria tables 
"no manners"
The child displays appropriate cafeteria behavior 
(e.g., table manners).
The child displays appropriate recess behavior.
parent compliance with your (teacher) 
recommendations/suggestions (testing for special 
services, homework completion, parent/teacher 
conference)
The parents comply with your (teacher) 
recommendations/suggestions (e.g., request for 
parent/teacher conference, help with homework 
completion).
tardiness
The child is on time to class.
The child returns promptly from out-of-class 
ventures (e.g., bathroom, taking notes to office/other 
staff).
destruction/disrespect of/for own/others' property
The child is destructive of others' property.
The child shows appropriate respect for others'
property.
can follow 3-step directions (1- or 2-step for K 
or 1st graders)
The child can follow 3-step directions (1- or 2-
step for K or 1st graders).
Responds to redirection (e.g., Joey, sit down) on 
the first or second prompt.
inappropriate noises/sounds
The child makes inappropriate sounds or noises. 
doesn't follow posted rules
Once instructed on the posted rules, the child 
does not follow them.
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I: The child follows classroom rules.
I: The child follows recess rules.
I: The child follows cafeteria rules.
I: The child follows transition rules (e.g., clean­
up, line-up)
OTHER ITEMS
I: The child can keep up with one long-range
assignment at a time.
I: The child can accurately copy homework assignments
from the board.
I: The child can answer questions in complete
sentences in writing.
I: The child can answer questions in both verbal and
written form.
I: The child has mastery of a basic word list.
I: The child can use manipulatives to answer math
problems.
I: The child has difficulty keeping to one's own
"personal space."
I: The child will "put down" (verbally and/or non­
verbally) other children.
I: The child is kind to others.
I: The child is aggressive (e.g., hits, kicks) toward
self or others.
I: The child exhibits disrespect for adults (e.g.,
talking back, ignoring direct address).
I: The child "interferes" with the learning of
others.
I: The child displays appropriate anger control.
I: The child (actually takes/is able to take) the
appropriate homework materials home (e.g., textbooks, 
notebooks, pencils).
The child (actually brings/is able to bring) the 
appropriate materials back to school (e.g., homework 
assignment(s), textbooks, notebooks).
APPENDIX C
ORIGINAL 100-ITEM TEACHER RATINGS OF INDIVIDUAL 
STUDENT SKILLS AND ACHIEVEMENT (TRISSA)
General Directions
COMPLETE THIS TRISSA ON THE ___ CHILD ON YOUR CLASS ROSTER
Marking items
Please attempt to complete every item. Simply circle the 
number with a pencil (preferably). Circle only one number 
for each question.
Certainly, there may be items that are inappropriate to the 
instructional setting in which you have the child. Also, you 
may not have had an opportunity to observe the behavior. In 
these situations, please make your best estimate.
Implied in many questions is a separation between 
"performance" and "skills." Please use the following 
definitions as guides to answering questions.
Performance: viewed as the child's recent (the last 1-2
months) academic products (e.g., actual completion of 
assignments, recent grades on tests and homework, graded seat 
work, projects, and reports).
Skills: a global perception of the child's ability to
perform a behavior or perform in a given subject area. These 
perceptions will have been gathered (though not exclusively) 
from previous years' grades, personal impressions, parent 




Bottom Next Middle Next Highest
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
1. What is this child's math 
performance relative to the
other children in the class? 1 2  3 4 5
2. Where would you place this 
child's math skills relative 
to the other children in your
class? 1 2  3 4 5
Use the following scale for items 3-4.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost 
Always
1 2 3 4 5
3. This child has the skills to use manipulatives to answer
math problems.
1 2 3 4 -5
4. This child uses manipulatives to answer math problems.
1 2 3 4 5
READING. WRITING. AND LANGUAGE ARTS
Bottom Next Middle Next Highest 
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
5. What is this child's 
language arts performance 
relative to the other children
in the class? 1 2  3 4 5
6 . What is this child's reading 
performance relative to the
other children in the class? 1 2  3 4 5
7. Where would you place this 
child's reading skills relative 
to the other children in
your class? 1 2  3 4 5
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Bottom Next Middle Next Highest
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
8 . Where would you place this 
child's language arts skills 
relative to the other
children in your class? 1 2  3 4 5
9. Relative to his/her class­
mates, what is this child's 
relative mastery of the
basal vocabulary? 1 2  3 4 5
10. Compared to his/her class­
mates, what is this child's
sightword vocabulary? 1 2  3 4 5
Use the following scale for items 11-21.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 
1 2 3 4 5
11. This child has the skills to answer questions in 
writing using complete sentences.
1 2 3 4 5
12. This child answers questions in writing using complete
sentences.
1 2 3 4 5
13. This child has the skills to answer questions in both 
verbal and written form.
1 2 3 4 5
14. This child answers questions in both verbal and written 
form.
1 2 3 4 5
15. This child has mastery of a basic word list (e.g., 
Dolch, Harris-Jacobson).
1 2 3 4 5
120
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
16. This child reads grade-level vocabulary words (in the 
context of a sentence or story) aloud with at least 70% 
accuracy.
1 2 3 4 5
17. This child reads isolated grade-level vocabulary words 
aloud with at least 70% accuracy.
1 2 3 4 5
18. This child has the skills to comprehend material read 
with at least 70% accuracy.
1 2 3 4 5
19. This child has the skills to use context clues to 
identify grade-level vocabulary words.
1 2 3 4 5
20. This child uses context clues to identify grade-level 
vocabulary words.
1 2 3 4 5
21. This child has the skills to read isolated grade-level 
vocabulary words aloud with at least 70% accuracy.
SCIENCE
Bottom Next Middle Next Highest 
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
22. What is this child's 
science performance relative 
to the other children in
the class? 1 2  3 4 5
23. Where would you place 
this child's science skills 
relative to the other children
in your class? 1 2  3 4 5
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Bottom Next Middle Next Highest
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
SOCIAL STUDIES
24. What is this child's 
social studies performance 
relative to the other children
in the class? 1 2  3 4 5
25. Where would you place this 
child's social studies skills 
relative to the other
children in your class? 1 2  3 4 5
FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS
Use the following scale for items 26-40.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 
1 2 3 4 5
26. How often does this child accurately follow teacher
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or 
second prompt in small groups?
1 2 3 4 5
27. How often does this child accurately follow teacher
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or 
second prompt in large groups?
1 2 3 4 5
28. How often does this child accurately follow teacher 
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or 
second prompt during individual or one-on-one 
instruction?
1 2 3 4 5
29. How often does this child follow 3-step directions 
(1- or 2-step for K or 1st graders).
1 2 3 4 5
30. How often does this child respond to redirection 
(e.g., Joey, sit down) on the first or second prompt?
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
HOMEWORK. CLASS PREPARATION. AND ORGANIZATION
31. In general, how often is this child prepared for 
academic subjects (e.g., paper, pencil, notebook, text)?
1 2 3 4 5
32. How consistently does this child bring his/her homework 
back to school?
1 2 3 4 5
33. This child has the skills to accurately copy homework 
assignments from the board.
1 2 3 4 5
34. This child accurately copies homework assignments from 
the board.
1 2 3 4 5
35. This child takes the appropriate homework materials 
home (e.g., assignment pad, textbooks, notebooks, 
pencils).
1 2 3 4 5
36. This child has the skills to take the appropriate 
homework materials home (e.g., assignment pad, 
textbooks, notebooks, pencils).
1 2 3 4 5
37. This child actually brings the appropriate materials 
back to school (e.g. , homework assignment (s) , textbooks, 
notebooks).
1 2 3 4 5
38. This child has the skills to bring the appropriate 
materials back to school (e.g., homework assignment(s), 
textbooks, notebooks).
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
39. Relative to the other students, this child's desk and 
materials are organized and neat.
1 2 3 4 5
40. The parents comply with teacher recommendations/ 
suggestions (e.g., request for parent/teacher 
conference, help with homework completion).
1 2 3 4 5
41. Overall, how accurate is this child's homework?
0-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100%
1 2 3 4 5
42. Estimated from homework turned in, how discrepant are 
this child's homework scores from his/her independent 
seatwork scores? Homework scores are...
Much Somewhat About the Same Somewhat Much
Lower Lower Higher Higher
1 2 3 4 5
ON-TASK AND TRANSITIONAL BEHAVIOR
Use the following scale for items 43-48.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
43. This child demonstrates age-appropriate on-task ability.
1 2 3 4 5
44. In small-group instruction, how frequently does this 
child stay on task?
1 2 3 4 5
45. In large-group or whole-class instruction, how 
frequently does this child stay on task?
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
46. How often is this child on time to class?
1 2 3 4 5
47. This child returns promptly from out-of-class activities
(e.g., bathroom, taking notes to office/other staff).
48. How often does this child follow transition procedures 
(e.g., clean-up, line-up)?
49. How well does this child transition from one academic
subject to another (i.e., how well does (s)he get
started on the next activity)?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well Well
1 2 3 4 5
50. How well does this child transition from a non-academic
subject to an academic one (e.g., recess or lunch to
math); in other words, how well does (s)he get started 
on the next activity?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well Well
1 2 3 4 5
WORK COMPLETION AND ACCURACY
Use the following scale for items 51-56.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always 
1 2 3 4 5
51. How consistently does this child complete his/her 
independent seatwork?
52. How consistently does this child complete his/her share 
of group assignments?
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
53. How often does this child complete assignments within 
specified time limits?
1 2 3 4 5
54. This child has the skills to complete assignments within 
specified time limits.
1 2 3 4 5
55. This child has the skills to keep up with one long-range 
assignment at a time.
1 2 3 4 5
56. How often does this child keep up with a long-range 
assignment?
1 2 3 4 5
57. Overall, how accurate is this child's independent 
seatwork?
0-59% 60-69% 70-79% 80-89% 90-100%
1 2 3 4 5
58. How discrepant are this child's test scores from their 
independent seatwork scores? Tests scores are...
Much Somewhat About the Same Somewhat Much
Lower Lower Higher Higher
1 2 3 4 5
RULES
Use the following scale for items 59-62.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
59. Once instructed on the posted rules, this child does not 
follow them.
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
60. How often does this child follow classroom rules?
1 2 3 4 5
61. How often does this child follow recess rules?
1 2 3 4 5
62. How often does this child follow cafeteria rules?
1 2 3 4 5
63. How well does this child know the classroom rules?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well Well
1 2 3 4 5
64. How well does this child know the recess rules?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well Well
1 2 3 4 5
65. How well does this child know the cafeteria rules?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well
1 2 3 4 5
66. How well does this child know the transition rules 
(e.g., clean-up, line-up)?
Very Extremely
Poorly Not very well So-so Pretty well Well
1 2 3 4 5
ACADEMICALLY RELATED BEHAVIORS
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Use the following scale for items 67-95.
Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
67. Compared to the other children in your class, how 
frequently does this child raise his/her hand to ask 
academically related questions?
1 2 3 4 5
68. Compared to the other children in your class, how 
frequently does this child raise his/her hand to answer 
academically related questions?
1 2 3 4 5
69. This child is easily frustrated by academic work.
1 2 3 4 5
70. How often does this child ask for academic assistance 
from adults (e.g., teacher, student teacher, aid)?
1 2 3 4 5
71. How often does this child ask for academic assistance 
from classmates?
1 2 3 4 5
72. How often does this child offer to help another child 
with an academic task?
1 2 3 4 5
SOCIAL BEHAVIOR
73. How frequently does this child "daydream" or stare 
"blankly"?
1 2 3 4 5
74. This child has difficulty keeping to one's own "personal 
space."
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
75. This child will "put down" (verbally and/or non­
verbally) other children.
1 2 3 4 5
76. This child is kind to others.
1 2 3 4 5
77. This child is aggressive (e.g., hits, kicks) toward
others.
1 2 3 4 5
78. This child is aggressive (e.g., bites, hits) toward
self.
1 2 3 4 5
79. This child exhibits disrespect for adults (e.g., talking 
back, ignoring direct address).
1 2 3 4 5
80. This child "interferes" with the learning of others.
1 2 3 4 5
81. This child displays appropriate anger control with 
peers.
1 2 3 4 5
82. This child displays appropriate anger control with 
adults.
1 2 3 4 5
83. This child appears to be lonely and isolated.
1 2 3 4 5
84. This child appears to be happy.
1 2 3 4 5
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Almost Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Almost Always
1 2 3 4 5
85. How frequently does this child interact with other 
children?
1 2 3 4 5
86. This child is teary or easily saddened.
1 2 3 4 5
87. This child is easily frustrated in peer interactions.
1 2 3 4 5
88. How often does this child steal from peers?
1 2 3 4 5
89. How often does this child steal from adults?
1 2 3 4 5
90. This child uses inappropriate language (e.g., cursing).
1 2 3 4 5
91. This child displays appropriate cafeteria behavior 
(e.g., table manners).
1 2 3 4 5
92. This child displays appropriate recess behavior.
1 2 3 4 5
93. This child is destructive of others' property.
1 2 3 4 5
94. This child shows appropriate respect for others' 
property.
1 2 3 4 5
95. How often does this child make inappropriate sounds or 
noises?
1 2 3 4 5
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GENERAL ISSUES
Bottom Next Middle Next Highest
Lower Higher
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
96. Relative to his/her 
classmates, what is this 
child's progress through
the grade-level curriculum? 1 2  3 4 5
97. In general, would you say this child's academic
difficulties are more of an overall skills or performance
problem?
mostly 1 2 3 4 5 mostly
skills performance
SPECIAL SERVICES
98. Do you think this child would benefit from "special 
education" services?
Strongly Disagree Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree Nor Disagree Agree
1 2 3 4 5
99. How likely is this child to be referred to special 
services?
Highly Unlikely Uncertain Likely Highly
Unlikely Likely
1 2 3 4 5





Unlikely Uncertain Likely Highly
Likely
2 3 4 5
APPENDIX D
SAMPLE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST 
RATING FORM FOR THE 100-ITEM TRISSA
The description of the two dimensions below are to be 
considered guides to rating each question. Your opinion as 
a professional is what counts.
Applicability
This is a dimension attempting to assess the utility of the 
information tapped in the given question to an educational 
and/or psychoeducational evaluation (formal or informal).
Importance
This dimension relates to the relative importance of the 
information asked (in each question) to a child's overall 
success in the classroom.
Please rate each of the questions on both dimensions.
Place a slash (/) or X mark on the line between the poles.
Applicability







SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST-IDENTIFIED ITEMS OF POTENTIALLY 
LIMITED8 CONTENT VALIDITY ON 100-ITEM TRISSA
Item %b
39. Relative to the other students, this child's
desk and materials are organized and neat. 38.5
46. How often is this child on time to class? 38.5
47. This child returns promptly from out-of-class
activities (e.g., bathroom, taking notes to 
office/other staff). 38.5
62. How often does this child follow cafeteria
rules? 3 8.5
65. How well does this child know the cafeteria
rules? 3 8.5
68. Compared to the other children in your class,
how frequently does this child raise his/her 
hand to answer academically related questions?
38.5
72. How often does this child offer to help
another child with an academic task? 61.5
90. This child uses inappropriate language
(e.g., cursing). 38.5
91. This child displays appropriate cafeteria
behavior (e.g., table manners). 53.8
98. Do you think this child would benefit from
"special education" services? 53.8
99. How likely is this child to be referred to
special services? 53.8
100. How likely is this child of benefiting from
a modified regular classroom environment? 46.2
a At least 33 percent of respondents
b Percentage of school psychologists rating item less 




SAMPLE CONSENT FORM 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
This study is an essential component in the 
development of a useful, valid teacher perception-based 
assessment instrument that can be a viable alternative to 
traditional intellectual and achievement tests.
Participation in the study will involve you completing 
a scale called the Teacher Ratings of Individual Student 
Skills and Achievement (TRISSA). You will complete the 
TRISSA on children in your classroom. Each TRISSA takes 
approximately 10 minutes to complete; it will be entirely 
up to you how many TRISSA's you complete. In addition, you 
will provide some brief demographic information on the 
child (i.e., male/female, age, grade, and number of 
retentions). Only you will know the identity of these 
children. The children will be given a subject number and 
at no time will this information be used in present or 
future psychoeducational evaluations of these children. No 
one will have access to the data collected except myself. 
Hence, parental consent is NOT necessary. I am in no way 
affiliated with the school board, pupil appraisal, or 
special education.
Participation in this study is purely voluntary and 
you may withdraw at any time without consequence. All 
information gathered will be kept strictly confidential.
All questions regarding your participation and the purpose 
of the study will be answered to your satisfaction.
By signing below, you give consent to participate in 
the study.
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Your signature Experimenter's signature





SAMPLE TEACHER INSTRUCTION SHEET 
FOR FACTOR ANALYTIC STUDY
Dear Teacher:
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in 
this study. Your professional input is the vital 
ingredient in the development of a useful, valid assessment 
instrument. What follows are the general instructions for 
participation in this project. Please adhere to the steps. 
If you have any questions about these directions, please 
feel free to call me, Wayne T. Stewart, at (504) 388-8745 
or 388-8784 or 3 88-4126 at any time.
Steps for TRISSA Study Participation
1. If you have not already done so, carefully read 
and sign the "Consent to Participate" form before 
proceeding any further.
2. You should have received in this packet:
(a) Copies of the TRISSA rating scale.
(b) Demographic forms.
3. Look at your primary (e.g.,first hour) class
roster and identify the fifth and tenth child. If you 
choose to complete additional TRISSA's, also identify 
the every fifth child on your roster; that is, choose 
the 15th, and 20th. THE RANDOM SELECTION OF CHILDREN 
BY THIS PROCESS IS AN IMPORTANT ASPECT OF THE STUDY.
4. For each child, complete the demographic form.
5. For each child, complete the TRISSA. Please note 
that the child you are evaluating should be indicated 
in the blank within the sentence, "COMPLETE THIS
TRISSA ON THE _____  CHILD ON YOUR CLASS ROSTER", on
the front of the TRISSA form. If it is not provided 
(e.g., "5th"), please write the number in (e.g.,
"15th").
6 . Put each demographic form and completed TRISSA




SAMPLE OF DEMOGRAPHIC FORM
Please complete the following information on the ______
child on your roster. Note that there is a demographic 
form for each child. This information need be completed 
only once. Please mail the completed demographic forms 
with the first return of the completed TRISSA's (i.e., 
after the first grading period).
1. Age of child _______
2. Child's gender: M F
3. Grade _____
4. a. Has this child ever been retained?
YES NO DON'T KNOW
b. If YES, how many times has (s)he been retained? 
1 2  3 4 DON'T KNOW
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APPENDIX I
THIRTY-EIGHT ITEMS MEETING SIMPLE STRUCTURE CRITERIA FROM 
THE FACTOR ANALYSIS OF THE ORIGINAL 100-ITEM TRISSA
1. What is this child's math performance relative to 
the other children in the class?
2. Where would you place this child's math skills
relative to the other children in your class?
5. What is this child's language arts performance 
relative to the other children in the class?
6 . What is this child's reading performance 
relative to the other children in the class?
7. Where would you place this child's reading skills
relative to the other children in your class?
8 . Where would you place this child's language arts
skills relative to the other children in your class?
9. Relative to his/her classmates, what is this 
child's relative mastery of the basal vocabulary?
10. Compared to his/her classmates, what is this 
child's sightword vocabulary?
11. This child has the skills to answer questions in 
writing using complete sentences .
12. This child answers questions in writing using 
complete sentences.
13. This child has the skills to answer questions in 
both verbal and written form.
14. This child answers questions in both verbal and 
written form.
15. This child has mastery of a basic word list 
(e.g., Dolch, Harris-Jacobson).
16. This child reads grade-level vocabulary words (in
the context of a sentence or story) aloud with at east 
70% accuracy.
17. This child reads isolated grade-level vocabulary 
words aloud with at least 70% accuracy.
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18. This child has the skills to comprehend material
read with at least 70% accuracy.
19. This child has the skills to use context clues to
identify grade-level vocabulary words.
20. This child uses context clues to identify grade- 
level vocabulary words.
21. This child has the skills to read isolated grade-
level vocabulary words aloud with at least 70%
accuracy.
22. What is this child's science performance relative
to the other children in the class?
23. Where would you place this child's science skills
relative to the other children in your class?
24. What is this child's social studies performance 
relative to the other children in the class?
25. Where would you place this child's social studies
skills relative to the other children in your class?
26. How often does this child accurately follow
teacher directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the
first or second prompt in small groups?
27. How often does this child accurately follow
teacher directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the
first or second prompt in large groups?
31. In general, how often is this child prepared for
academic subjects (e.g., paper, pencil, notebook, 
text)?
35. This child takes the appropriate homework materials 
home (e.g., assignment pad, textbooks, notebooks, 
pencils).
51. How consistently does this child complete his/her
independent seatwork?
60. How often does this child follow classroom rules?
61. How often does this child follow recess rules?
62. How often does this child follow cafeteria rules?
75. This child will "put down" (verbally and/or
non-verbally) other children.
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76. This child is kind to others.
77. This child is aggressive (e.g., hits, kicks)
toward others.
79. This child exhibits disrespect for adults (e.g., 
talking back, ignoring direct address).
80. This child "interferes" with the learning of 
others.
92. This child displays appropriate recess behavior.
96. Relative to his/her classmates, what is this
child's progress through the grade-level curriculum?
APPENDIX J




Please attempt to complete every item. Simply circle the 
number with a pencil (preferably). Circle only one number 
for each question. Make sure you answer all the questions.
Skill versus Performance
Implied in many questions is a separation between "skill" 
and "performance." Please use the following definitions as 
guides to answering questions.
Skill: A skill deficit would mean the child "can't do
it." Skill is the child's ability to perform, 
regardless of actual performance, in some 
academic or behavioral area.
Performance: A performance difficulty would mean the
child has the skills but "won't do it."
Response Formats
(1) The first response format will ask you to compare the 
child to other children in your classroom. You will 
use the following scale:
No Next Next
Opportunity Lowest Lower Middle Higher Highest
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
0 1 2 3 4 5
(2) The second response format will ask you how frequently 
the child engages in a certain behavior. You will use 
the following scale:
No Almost Almost
Opportunity Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Always
0 1 2 3 4 5
Note. Circle the "No Opportunity" option if
(1) you have never observed the behavior in question.
(2) for questions 23, 25, 28, 32, and 34, the child does 
not have the skills.
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Use the following scale for it<=»ms 1-15.
No Next Next
Opportunity Lowest Lower Middle Higher Highest
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
0 1 2 3 4 5
Relative to the other children in your class . . .
1. What are this child's language arts skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
2. What is this child's language arts performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
3. What are this child's math skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
4. What is this child's math performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
■ 5. What are this child's reading skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
6. What is this child's reading performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
7. What is this child's mastery of the basal vocabulary?
0 1 2 3 4 5
8 . What is this child's sightword vocabulary?
0 1 2 3 4 5
Please complete the next page.
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No Next Next
Opportunity Lowest Lower Middle Higher Highest
10% 20% 40% 20% 10%
0 1 2 3 4 5
Relative to the other children in your class . . .
9. What are this child's science skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
10. What is this child's science performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
11. What are this child's spelling skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
12. What is this child's spelling performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
13. What is this child's progress through the grade-level 
curriculum?
0 1 2 3 4 5
14. What are this child's social studies skills?
0 1 2 3 4 5
15. What is this child's social studies performance?
0 1 2 3 4 5
Please complete the next page.
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Use the following scale for items 16-36.
No Almost Almost
Opportunity Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Always
0 1 2 3 4 5
16. This child can answer questions in writing using 
complete sentences.
0 1 2 3 4 5
17. This child exhibits disrespect for adults (e.g., 
talking back, ignoring direct address).
0 1 2 3 4 5
18. This child "interferes" with the learning of others.
0 1 2 3 4 5
19. This child can answer questions in both verbal and 
written form.
0 1 2 3 4 5
20. This child will "put down" (verbally and/or non­
verbally) other children.
0 1 2 3 4 5
21. This child is aggressive (e.g., hits, kicks) toward 
others.
0 1 2 3 4 5
22. This child has mastery of a basic word list (e.g., 
Dolch, Harris-Jacobson).
0 1 2 3 4 5
23. This child has the skills but will not read grade- 
level vocabulary words (in the context of a sentence 
or story) aloud with at least 70% accuracy.
0 1 2 3 4 5
Please complete the next page.
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No Almost Almost
Opportunity Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Always
0 1 2 3 4 5
24. How consistently does this child complete his/her 
independent seatwork?
0 1 2 3 4 5
25. This child has the skills but will not answer 
questions in writing using complete sentences.
0 1 2 3 4 5
26. This child is kind to others.
0 1 2 3 4 5
27. This child can comprehend material read with at least 
70% accuracy.
0 1 2 3 4 5
28. This child has the skills but will not use context 
clues to identify grade-level vocabulary words.
0 1 2 3 4 5
29. This child can read isolated grade-level vocabulary 
words aloud with at least 70% accuracy.
0 1 2 3 4 5
30. How often does this child accurately follow teacher 
directions (e.g., "Turn to page 15.") on the first or 
second prompt?
0 1 2 3 4 5
31. In general, how often is this child prepared for 
academic subjects (e.g., paper, pencil, notebook, 
text)?
0 1 2 3 4 5
Please complete the next page.
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No Almost Almost
Opportunity Never Seldom Sometimes Frequently Always
0 1 2 3 4 5
32. This child has the skills but will not read isolated 
grade-level vocabulary words aloud with at least 70% 
accuracy.
0 1 2 3 4 5
33. How often does this child follow classroom rules?
0 1 2 3 4 5
34. This child has the skills but will not answer 
questions in both verbal and written form.
0 1 2 3 4 5
35. How often does this child follow rules outside of the 
classroom (e.g., recess, cafeteria)?
0 1 2 3 4 5
36. This child can use context clues to identify 
grade-level vocabulary words.
0 1 2 3 4 5
Please make sure you have answered all the questions.
PLEASE TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE TO COMPLETE THE GRADE 
PROTOCOL.
APPENDIX K
DIRECTIONS GIVEN TO TEACHERS 
PARTICIPATING IN TRISSA-3 6 STUDY
Dear Teacher:
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in 
this study. Your professional input is the vital 
ingredient in the development of a useful, valid assessment 
instrument. What follows are the general instructions for 
participation in this project. Please adhere to the steps. 
If you have any questions about these directions, please 
feel free to contact me, Wayne Stewart, at the address 
posted on the outside of the envelope or call (504) 83 0- 
4400 or 942-8200.
Steps for TRISSA Study Participation
1. If you have not already done so, carefully read and 
sign the "Consent to Participate" form before 
proceeding any further.
2. You should have received in this packet:
(a) Two copies of the TRISSA rating scale.
(b) Two demographic forms.
(c) Two grade protocols (each attached to the back of 
the TRISSA's).
(d) One protocol for CAT/LEAP scores (attached to the 
back of the comparison child's TRISSA).
3. Complete the demographic form on the child under 
evaluation.
4. Complete the TRISSA on the child under evaluation.
5. Fill in the most recent nine-week grades on the 
protocol attached to the back of the TRISSA.
6 . Look at your class roster, identify the next child 
(referred to as the "comparison child") that meets the 
following criteria:
(a) The comparison child is the same sex as the child 
under evaluation.
(b) The comparison child has been in your room at 
least nine weeks.
(c) The comparison child is not presently also under 
evaluation by the school system.
(d) The comparison child has not been referred at any 
time this academic year to TAT or SBLC.




7. Complete the demographic form on the comparison 
child.
8 . Complete the TRISSA on the comparison child.
9. Fill in the comparison child's most recent nine-week 
grades on the protocol attached to the back of the 
TRISSA.
10. Fill in the comparison child's most recent CAT and/or 
LEAP scores on the protocol attached to the back of 
the comparison child's TRISSA.
11. Put all the forms back in the manila envelope.
12. Please complete all the forms within two weeks of
receiving them.
13. I will check back with you about two weeks after you
have received these forms to collect the packet.
Again, thank you for your time and effort.
APPENDIX L
GRADE PROTOCOL FOR REFERRED CHILD
Please place the most recent academic grades (i.e., the 
most recent nine weeks) the referred child has received 
in the following blanks. Note that not all subjects may be 
taught at his/her grade level. Please place "NA" in the 











PROTOCOL FOR PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL DATA ENTRY 

























04 Other Health Impairments (ADHD)
05 Gifted
06 Severe Language Disordered
07 Emotional/Behavioral Disorders







15 No Secondary Exceptionality
16 Other Health Impairments (non-ADHD)
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APPENDIX O
RESULTING FACTOR LOADINGS OF TRISSA-36 ITEMS 
FOR TRISSA-100 AND TRISSA-36 FACTOR ANALYSES
Item Number TRISSA-100 Factor TRISSA-36 Factor
1 Core Academic Core Academic
2 Core Academic Core Academic
3 Core Academic Core Academic
4 Core Academic Core Academic
5 Core Academic Core Academic
6 Core Academic Core Academic
7 Core Academic Core Academic
8 Core Academic Core Academic
9 Core Academic Core Academic
10 Core Academic Core Academic
11 (not included) Core Academic
12 (not included) Core Academic
13 Core Academic Core Academic
14 Core Academic Core Academic
15 Core Academic Core Academic
16 Core Academic Core Academic
17 Interaction Interaction
18 Interaction Interaction





Item Number TRISSA-100 Factor TRISSA-36 Factor
21 Interaction Interaction
22 Core Academic Core Academic
23 Core Academic Language Perf
24 Withitness Core Academic/ 
Withitness
25 Core Academic Language Perf
26 Interaction Withitness
27 Core Academic Core Academic
28 Core Academic Language Perf
29 Core Academic Core Academic




32 Core Academic Language Perf
33 Interaction Withitness
34 Core Academic Language Perf
35 Interaction Withitness
36 Core Academic Core Academic
Note. Language Perf = Language Performance
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